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Abstract 

The concept of ecosystem services can provide a framework for holistic habitat 

management, but has rarely been applied at local scales. In recent history floodplain 

management in the UK has focused primarily on agriculture and flood defence. 

Increasingly, floodplains are being managed for a broader range of ecosystem 

services, for example by reinstating flooding regimes. This study investigated the 

relationships between floodplain management and service provision in a newly 

restored floodplain in South Yorkshire, and assessed the utility of an ecosystem 

service framework for habitat management. 

Two ecological impacts of hydrological restoration were analysed: plant community 

change, and water vole persistence. There were hydrologically driven changes in 

plant community composition, but colonisation by new species was low and there 

was no evidence of the formation of floodplain grazing marsh target communities. 

Water voles were more likely to occur around wider water bodies, in areas of tall, 

diverse vegetation. The restoration of flooding did not negatively impact the water 

vole distribution.  

A framework for using encounters with different habitat elements to model 

recreational experiences at local scales was developed, and was used to compare the 

quality of recreational experiences provided in different parts of the floodplain.  

Examination of the relationships between floodplain heterogeneity and the provision 

of multiple ecosystem services revealed that more heterogeneous floodplains tended 

to be suboptimal in terms of delivering particular ecosystem services, but more 

evenly balanced the provision of different services. 

The potential for an ecosystem service framework to affect habitat management 

decision making was tested using a decision making exercise. Participants who were 

provided with information on the greatest number of ecosystem services showed 

more variable preferences for management scenarios, which could encourage 

multifunctional management.  

The findings of the study as a whole suggest that ecosystem service frameworks 

could feasibly be applied to local habitat management. 
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1. Introduction 

Humans actively manage between 39 and 50% of the world’s terrestrial habitats 

(Vitousek et al. 2010). Habitats can provide many goods and services that allow and 

enhance human survival, but there are commonly trade-offs between the provision of 

these different benefits (Rodríguez et al. 2006; Bennett et al. 2009). Habitat 

management is therefore a balancing act, and compromises must be made between 

different human demands (Rouquette et al. 2011). The pressure of human demands 

on habitats is likely to increase in the future (Malmqvist and Rundle 2002), so it is 

critical that habitat management is designed with consideration of a broad range of 

these demands (Tallis and Polasky 2009). The concept of ecosystem services can be 

used as a framework to consider the range of benefits that habitats can provide, but 

practical implementation of ecosystem service frameworks for habitat management 

has been slow (Turner and Daily 2008). This study aims to inform the 

implementation of ecosystem service frameworks, by focusing on the management of 

lowland river floodplains. This introductory chapter first defines an ecosystem 

service framework for habitat management, and then reviews some of the gaps in 

knowledge which currently constrain implementation. It then outlines the pressures 

facing floodplain systems and the research opportunity that they provide, and 

summarises the objectives of the following chapters and the study as a whole. 

 

1.1. An ecosystem service framework for habitat management 

The term “habitat” has two broad meanings (Miller and Hobbs 2007). A habitat can 

be defined as the area that supports a particular species (Hall et al. 1997), or can refer 

to “habitat types” (Daubenmire 1968); areas that have similar environmental 

conditions and support similar communities of organisms (Miller 2000; Miller and 

Hobbs 2007). In this study the latter definition is used when discussing “habitat 

management” because it is the response of multiple factors that are of interest, rather 

than the conservation of one species. Habitat management is the manipulation of 

habitats by humans, and the definition used here is similar to the definition of 

“ecosystem management” (Grumbine 1994), in that it includes any manipulation of 

the physical, ecological, or social components of the system. Examples of 

management actions include vegetation cutting (Buttler 1992), altering cattle 

stocking densities (Jansen and Roberston 2001) or manipulating ground water levels 

(van Bodegom et al. 2006). Habitat management in the United Kingdom (UK) is 

commonly planned locally because individual landowners or organisations own 

relatively small areas; the mean area of a farm is 70 ha (Eastwood et al. 2010), the 

median area of protected area is 110 ha (Oldfield et al. 2004), and the median area of 

a Site of Special Scientific Interest (sites designated by a UK government agency for 

their wildlife or geology) is 20 hectares (Oldfield et al. 2004).  
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Ecosystem services are the benefits that people gain from habitats (MA 2005; Fisher 

et al. 2009). This study considers three categories of ecosystem service as defined by 

the Millennium Ecosystem Assessment; provisioning, cultural, and regulating 

services (MA 2005). Provisioning ecosystem services are generally physical goods 

that are required for human survival, such as food or fuel (Fisher et al. 2009). 

Cultural ecosystem services are those that contribute to psychological or social 

wellbeing, such as recreation or cultural identity (Chan et al. 2012; Daniel et al. 

2012). Regulatory ecosystem services are mechanisms or processes that regulate the 

environment and make it suitable for habitation, for example erosion control or 

carbon dioxide regulation (Orr et al. 2008). Supporting services, which were the 

fourth type of ecosystem service classified by the Millennium Ecosystem 

Assessment, are not considered as services in this study. Supporting services are the 

processes that are necessary for the provision of other services, such as nutrient 

cycling and pollination (MA 2005). Categorising supporting services can lead to 

confusion, because their importance is recognised twice, both at the “supporting” 

stage, and as the provisioning, regulatory or cultural service that is provided to 

people (Hein et al. 2006; Bo-Jie et al. 2011). The ecological and physical processes 

that underlie ecosystem service provision are instead referred to as “functions” or 

“processes” in this study (Daily 1997). The parts of ecosystems that contribute 

directly to provide services, such as the organisms that provide food or aesthetic 

value (de Groot et al. 2002; Fisher et al. 2009; Haines-Young and Potschin 2010) are 

referred to as “components” or “indicators” of ecosystem services (see Figure 1.1 for 

a conceptual diagram of the links between habitat conditions and ecosystem service 

provision). 
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Figure 1.1. The physical and ecological components of habitats can perform or 

contribute to habitat functions. Ecosystem services are provided when people make 

use of the components and functions of habitats. Based on Figure 2 in Haines-Young 

and Potschin (2010). 

A habitat can provide a number of ecosystem services, but there are commonly trade-

offs between their provision (Rodríguez et al. 2006; Bennett et al. 2009; Raudsepp-

Hearne et al. 2010a). The suite of ecosystem services that a habitat provides depends 

on the way that it is managed, so habitat management can be designed to target a 

suite of services that is most desirable (Tallis and Polasky 2009; de Groot et al. 

2010). In the past, habitats have been managed for a narrow range of services (Tallis 

and Polasky 2009), commonly for provisioning services (Raudsepp-Hearne et al. 

2010b). These ecosystem services have been prioritised above others because the 

demand for them is clearly apparent, for example, food and fuel are needed for 

survival on a daily basis and have economic values (MA 2005). In contrast, the value 

of the other ecosystem services has historically been less obvious (Tallis and Polasky 

2009; Laurans and Mermet in press). For example, the importance of atmospheric 

carbon regulation has only been widely realised over the past 30 years (Demeritt 

2001). Past habitat management has commonly led to the degradation of less 

noticeable ecosystem services, because they have not been considered during the 

decision making process (Tallis et al. 2008). The concept of ecosystem services 

provides a framework for recognising a wider range of benefits that habitats can 

provide (Fish 2011). An ecosystem service framework should allow people to make 

more informed decisions about different habitat management options, by describing 

the trade-offs and synergies between the provision of different services (Tallis and 

Polasky 2009; Haines-Young and Potschin 2010).  
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Ecosystem service frameworks have been controversial (Boyd and Banzhaf 2007; 

Fisher et al. 2009), so it is necessary to clarify some of the details of the definition 

used in the present study. First, there has been much debate about the monetisation of 

ecosystem services (Armsworth et al. 2007). Ecosystem services were originally 

monetised to convey the importance of natural ecosystems to non-ecologists 

(Gómez-baggethun et al. 2010). More recently, monetary values have been attached 

to ecosystem services with the hope that this will allow them to be captured by 

economic markets, for example through payments for ecosystem service schemes 

(Wunder 2007; Jack et al. 2008). The purpose of this study is to inform habitat 

management decision making, not to attract a wider audience for conservation or 

provide a mechanism for the benefits ecosystem services provide to be captured by 

individuals. It is therefore not useful to monetise the ecosystem services used in this 

study. Additionally, nonmonetary quantifications of ecosystem services have some 

advantages over monetary values. Nonmonetary ecosystem service values can be 

easier for the public to interpret than monetary valuations, particularly for cultural 

services that are far removed from economic markets (Chan et al. 2012). For 

example, a wildlife enthusiast may relate better to a list of species that they would be 

likely to see on a day trip than the equivalent derived monetary value. Monetisation 

of ecosystem services can also add a layer of complexity to an ecosystem service 

analysis which can increase the uncertainty surrounding the estimate of their value 

(Spangenberg and Settele 2010).  

There has been some disagreement over whether biodiversity is an ecosystem service 

in itself, or is an underlying provider of ecosystem services (Turner and Daily 2008; 

Mace et al. 2012). In this study biodiversity is defined as a cultural ecosystem 

service, because society values the existence of plants and wildlife (Aldred 1994; 

Oksanen 1997). In the UK the cultural service provided by biodiversity is reinforced 

by legislation and government guidance, for example by protected areas, protected 

species, or biodiversity action plan priority habitat status (Hernández-Morcillo et al. 

2013, JNCC 1995).  

The negative impacts that habitats can have on human well-being, such as 

maintaining populations of disease vectors or pest species, have commonly been 

ignored in ecosystem service research (Dunn 2010). This can lead to bias when 

comparing the net utility provided by different habitat types (Dunn 2010). This study 

attempts to avoid bias by considering both the negative and positive effects of 

habitats on people (see Chapter 5 for an example in relation to recreational 

ecosystem services), but in the UK many of the most important characteristics of 

habitats are beneficial. The “disservices” (Dunn 2010) with the greatest impacts on 

human well-being, such as human predation and the transmission of diseases, are less 

of an issue now in the UK than they were in the past (Wilson 2004).  

An ecosystem service framework for habitat management should be a neutral tool 

that allows people to make more informed management decisions. However, it is 

useful to understand why the framework has been developed, and how its proponents 
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hope that it will change habitat management practices. The ecosystem service 

concept has been interpreted in a number of different ways. The majority of 

ecosystem service research has been published in the subject areas of ecology and 

environmental science (Schaich et al. 2010a), and perhaps as a consequence, 

conservation or restoration of natural habitats is commonly an explicit goal of 

ecosystem service frameworks (Armsworth et al. 2007; Goldman et al. 2008; Daily 

et al. 2009). Other interpretations of ecosystem service frameworks are more 

utilitarian, for example those that aim to optimise the provision of multiple services, 

and thus reduce inefficiency in net service provision (Lautenbach et al. 2010; Sanon 

et al. 2012; Seppelt et al. 2013). Studies that attempt to place a monetary value on 

ecosystem services may fall into this utilitarian category, as monetary values can be 

used to choose the management option that will give the greatest net economic return 

(Newton et al. 2012). A further interpretation of ecosystem service frameworks is 

that they should encourage “multifunctional” habitat management, meaning that 

habitats should provide a broad range of ecosystem services (Wiggering et al. 2006). 

Related to the concept of multifunctionality, some interpretations have aimed to alter 

the social aspects of decision making processes. It has been suggested that decision 

making under an ecosystem service framework should be collaborative, and should 

aim to make compromises that satisfy the demands of the people who have an 

interest in the relevant ecosystem services (Willemen et al. 2010; Rouquette et al. 

2011). It is likely that a combination of the goals set by different interpretations of 

the ecosystem services concept will be desirable for the management of habitats in 

the future.  

 

1.2. Knowledge gaps in the implementation of ecosystem services as a habitat 

management framework 

The concept of ecosystem services has been described as the “last, best hope” for 

changing the way that habitats are managed (Daily et al. 2009). Ecosystem services 

has grown rapidly as a research area (Fisher et al. 2009), and ecosystem service 

policies have been adopted by international bodies (European Parliament 2012) and 

governments (Maltby et al. 2011; Fish and Haines-Young 2011). However, there are 

still considerable gaps in knowledge that limit the application of ecosystem services 

as a framework for managing habitats (Turner and Daily 2008; Daily and Matson 

2008), particularly at small spatial scales (Broekx et al. 2013).  

 

1.2.1. Previous research into ecosystem services as a framework for habitat 

management 

A focus of previous research has been mapping and quantifying the provision of 

suites of services over large areas (Kremen and Ostfeld 2005). Ecosystem service 

provision has been analysed across landscapes (Gulickx et al. 2013), regions (Chan 
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et al. 2006; Nelson et al. 2009), provinces (Raudsepp-Hearne et al. 2010a), countries 

(Maltby et al. 2011; Bateman et al. 2013), and the world (Costanza et al. 1997; 

Sutton and Costanza 2002). In contrast, most habitat decisions are made at local 

scales, at sites that are less than 150 ha in area (Oldfield et al. 2004; Eastwood et al. 

2010). Studies at large spatial scales have typically analysed ecosystem service 

provision at coarse habitat resolutions; two thirds of the studies reviewed by (Seppelt 

et al. 2011) categorised habitat according to land-use categories or broad habitat 

types. Broad habitat classifications are rarely useful when designing habitat 

management at a local scale, because opportunities to convert one habitat type to 

another are rare (Holmes and Nielsen, 1998; Rohde et al. 2006). Local habitat 

management more commonly involves altering environmental conditions within a 

broad habitat type (Palmer et al. 1997; Hilderbrand et al. 2005), so requires a more 

detailed understanding of the links between environmental conditions and ecosystem 

service provision. 

There are some detailed studies of ecosystem services that have analysed provision 

in relation to environmental or habitat management conditions (Brönmark and 

Hansson 2002; Grossmann 2012), but these studies have commonly focused on only 

one or two services rather than a broader suite (Daily et al. 2009; Seppelt et al. 2011). 

An understanding of the provision of specific ecosystem services can allow habitat 

management to target their production, but this approach does not fulfil the 

objectives of an ecosystem service framework; habitat managers are unable to 

consider the impacts of management on a broad range of ecosystem services, or 

balance the trade-offs between different services (Nelson et al. 2009). Increasingly, 

modelling studies have attempted to combine a broad approach with a detailed 

understanding of each service, to understand the provision of multiple services in 

detail (Chan et al. 2006; Nelson et al. 2009; Guerry et al. 2012). Modelling 

frameworks such as InVEST (Nelson et al. 2009; Tallis and Polasky 2009; Guerry et 

al. 2012), Natuurwaardeverkenner (Broekx et al. 2013), and EcoServ (Durham 

Wildlife Trust 2014) have combined environmental, ecological, and socioeconomic 

data to predict the suites of services provided by landscapes. However, while these 

tools consider the effects of some environmental variables such as topography, they 

generally compare ecosystem service provision between, rather than within, broad 

habitat types. For example, a key data requirement for the InVEST suite of models is 

a land use dataset (InVEST 2014). As discussed above, conversion between broad 

habitat types is rarely feasible for habitat management at a local scale, so existing 

tools are more appropriate for considering management at landscape and regional 

scales. To provide useful information for managing habitats at local scales, the 

responses of multiple ecosystem services to management and environmental 

gradients must be understood (de Vos et al. 2010).  

The functional assessment approach has been proposed to provide a rapid and easy-

to-use tool for evaluating habitat "functions" (i.e. ecosystem services) (Maltby 

2009b). The functional approach analyses service provision in relation to 
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environmental units; the application for wetlands requires the hydrogeomorphic units 

within a site to be identified (Maltby 2009b). The functional approach provides a 

framework for assessing a number of processes that underlie the provision of certain 

ecosystem services, but is intended as an early stage in the assessment process rather 

than an in-depth analysis (Maltby 2009b). Functions are assessed on a qualitative 

scale that records the likelihood that the function is being performed, rather than as a 

fully quantitive measurement. More detailed studies that analyse the quantity of 

provision of each service are required to extend the ecosystem service approach and 

better inform habitat management decision making. 

 

1.2.2. Specific knowledge gaps addressed by this study 

Many ecosystem services are provided by ecological processes or the ecological 

components of habitats (Haines-Young and Potschin 2010; Bastian et al. 2012), so it 

is important to understand how habitat management affects individual species and 

ecological communities (Kremen 2005. The ecological impacts of many habitat 

management practices are not well documented, for example, habitat restoration 

projects commonly make substantial changes to environmental conditions (Palmer et 

al. 1997; Hilderbrand et al. 2005), but only a third of river restoration projects in the 

United States have been monitored (Bernhardt et al. 2007). The impacts of changes 

in habitat management can be predicted if the habitat and resource requirements of a 

species or community are known (Wheeler et al. 2004), so spatial variation across 

environmental gradients can be used as a proxy for management actions (Toogood 

and Joyce 2009). However, the creation of suitable habitat conditions is no guarantee 

that the desired species or community will establish (Hilderbrand et al. 2005), 

because trajectories of change can be slow (Donath et al. 2003; Bissels et al. 2004) 

and unpredictable (Trowbridge 2007; Matthews and Spyreas 2010). It is therefore 

important to analyse the responses of communities and species to changes in habitat 

management over time (Palmer et al. 2007). An understanding of the mechanisms 

behind ecological changes may provide insights that can inform the design of future 

management (Walters and Holling 1990; Bayley 1995; Michener 1997; Palmer et al. 

2007).  

It is important to understand the impacts of habitat management on the ecological 

components of habitats, but the provision of many ecosystem services also depends 

on the behaviour and psychology of humans (Gobster et al. 2007; Schaich et al. 

2010a; Hernández-Morcillo et al. 2013). This is particularly true for cultural 

ecosystem services such as recreational experiences, which require a direct 

interaction between a visitor and a habitat (Chenoweth and Gobster 1990). The 

interdisciplinary nature of cultural ecosystem services makes them complex to 

analyse, and as a result their provision is under-researched (Rey Benayas et al. 2009; 

Hernández-Morcillo et al. 2013). Previous studies, particularly analyses of 

recreational experiences, have quantified people’s preferences for different 
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components of habitats, in order to identify organisms or physical features that may 

improve recreational experiences (Adamowicz et al. 1998; Hanley et al. 1998). This 

approach measures the demand of visitors for habitat components, but it is limited as 

a predictive tool because it does not consider the ecological or behavioural 

mechanisms that underlie the supply of experiences to the visitor. To analyse 

recreational experiences more holistically it is necessary to understand the ecological 

and physical processes which affect the presence and distribution of habitat 

components (Haines-Young and Potschin 2010; Bastian et al. 2012), the interactions 

between visitors and habitat components (Chenoweth and Gobster 1990), and the 

relative preferences that people have for different components (Bullock et al. 1998; 

Dorwart et al. 2009). These three stages in the delivery of recreational experiences 

must be understood, in order to predict the net recreational experiences provided by a 

habitat, and the impacts of changes in management on recreational quality.  

A detailed understanding of the provision of individual ecosystem services can 

inform their management, but an ecosystem service framework should also 

synthesise data on multiple services to inform the management of a whole suite 

(Haines-Young and Potschin 2010). An understanding of the trade-offs and synergies 

among a suite of ecosystem services can allow decision makers to predict the impacts 

of habitat management, and compare the suites of services that are likely to be 

provided under different management scenarios (Nelson et al. 2009). There is 

increasing interest in analysing trade-offs and synergies to understand how habitats 

can be managed to fulfil some of the objectives of an ecosystem service approach. 

For example, habitats could be managed to provide optimal suites of services 

(Lautenbach et al. 2010; Seppelt et al. 2013), or to deliver multifunctionality (Brandt 

2003; Mander et al. 2007; Selman 2009; Haaland et al. 2011). It has been proposed 

that simulations of different habitat management scenarios could be used to 

investigate the range of ecosystem service outcomes that might be possible 

(Castellazzi et al. 2010; Lautenbach et al. 2010). Simulations have been successful in 

identifying optimal management strategies (Sanon et al. 2012), and in highlighting 

management options that could create multifunctional habitats (Rouquette et al. 

2011). Previous studies have identified specific management regimes that could 

deliver these outcomes, but have not related optimality or multifunctionality to 

general characteristics of habitat management. To generalise the findings from case 

study simulations to other systems, patterns in habitat structure, such as habitat 

heterogeneity or connectivity, must be related to the characteristics of the suites of 

services that they provide. For example, it has been suggested that habitat 

heterogeneity may induce multifunctionality (Brandt 2003; Mander et al. 2007), but 

this has not been analysed through simulation. 

An ecosystem service framework should provide decision makers with information 

about the expected impacts of habitat management on service provision (Nelson et al. 

2009). However, little is known about the effects that ecosystem service information 

may have on decision making (Laurans et al. 2013; Laurans and Mermet in press). It 
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is expensive and time consuming to collect and analyse ecosystem service 

information (Liu et al. 2010), so it is important to know whether decision makers are 

able to interpret and utilise such information. It is also important to predict the ways 

that ecosystem service information might change habitat management practices, to 

establish whether future habitat management is likely to deliver better protection for 

biodiversity, ecosystem service optimality, multifunctional habitats, or outcomes that 

satisfy the demands of a diverse stakeholder group. There are few well-documented 

case studies of applications of ecosystem service frameworks to habitat management 

problems (Naidoo and Adamowicz 2005) (though see (Fisher et al. 2008; Kushner et 

al. 2012)), but experimental decision making exercises can be used to analyse 

people’s responses to ecosystem service information (Shaw 2012). Decision making 

processes can be complex because they commonly involve multiple people and 

organisations (Bakus 1982; Fish and Haines-Young 2011), but any decision is 

influenced by the preferences that the individual decision makers have for different 

management options (Bakus 1982). An individual’s preferences for management 

options are relatively straightforward to measure, and the patterns of preferences 

within a group of people may give insights into the likely outcomes for management 

(Bakus 1982). 

 

1.3. Floodplains as a study system for investigating the application of ecosystem 

service frameworks 

Floodplains are the low-lying areas of land that surround rivers. In temperate regions 

natural floodplains are regularly or occasionaly inundated by water during periods of 

high flow, so are infrequently submerged (Tockner et al. 2000). As a result, 

floodplains are characterised by temporal and spatial hydrological heterogeneity 

(Junk et al. 1989; Benke et al. 2000; Amoros and Bornette 2002; Tockner et al. 

2010). Hydrological heterogeneity provides a range of habitats which support a 

diverse range of organisms (Ward et al. 1999; Tockner and Stanford 2002). 

Floodplains can also provide a broad range of ecosystem services, such as flood 

regulation, clean water, agricultural production, and opportunities for recreational 

activities (Posthumus et al. 2010). Wetland areas, including floodplains, are one of 

the most important habitat types for providing ecosystem services to people 

(Costanza et al. 1997; Zedler and Kercher 2005). 

Lowland river floodplains are one of the world’s most heavily modified systems 

(Tockner and Stanford 2002), as many floodplains have been disconnected from 

regular flooding by flood defences and subsequently drained (Jungwirth et al. 2002); 

at least 90% of European floodplains have been modified in this way (Tockner and 

Stanford 2002. In the UK, only 42% of floodplains remain connected to their 

adjacent rivers, and only 4% of  river reaches have adjacent habitat that is defined as 

“wetland” (Maltby et al. 2011). Floodplains have commonly been drained because 

they can provide fertile agricultural land, for example, two thirds of floodplains in 



16 

 

the UK have been converted to grazed grasslands (Maltby et al. 2011). Around 80% 

of the population in temperate regions lives within 5 km of freshwater (Kummu et al. 

2011), so many floodplains have become heavily urbanised (Baart et al. 2012). Past 

management of many floodplains has thus focused on two ecosystem services; the 

provision of food and the prevention of flood damage (Maltby et al. 2011) (Tockner 

and Stanford 2002; Baart et al. 2012). As a result, many of the other services 

provided by natural floodplains have been degraded (Tockner and Stanford 2002; 

Zedler and Kercher 2005; Maltby and Acreman 2011). The loss of some services, 

particularly biodiversity, has been noted, and this has stimulated debate about 

managing floodplains differently (Sparks 1995; Poff et al. 1997; Sparks et al. 1998; 

Jungwirth et al. 2002; Poff et al. 2003). More natural floodplain hydrology can be 

restored by removing or lowering flood defences, which reconnects rivers and 

floodplains hydrologically (Zsuffa and Bogardi 1995; Fischenich and Morrow 2000; 

Toogood et al. 2008), and an increasing number of such restoration projects are being 

proposed (Buijse et al. 2002; Tockner and Stanford 2002). The diversity of 

ecosystem services that floodplains can provide, and the conflicts surrounding their 

management, make them ideal for management under an ecosystem service 

framework (Rouquette et al. 2009; Posthumus et al. 2010). 

Floodplains are a good model system in which to investigate the relationships 

between habitat management and ecosystem service provision because they are 

structured largely by one management factor; exposure to flooding (Morris et al. 

2009; Rouquette et al. 2011). This relative simplicity means that the impacts of 

changes in hydrology are less likely to be confounded by changes in other forms of 

management. Changing the hydrological management of floodplains can cause 

extreme shifts in environmental conditions, and may even result in conversion from 

one broad habitat type (such as wet grassland)  to another (such as open water). 

However, hydrological gradients in floodplains can also vary subtly (Jones et al. 

2008), and flood inundation can be predictable and precisely controlled (Fischenich 

and Morrow 2000; Hammersmark et al. 2005). Floodplains therefore provide an 

opportunity to understand how ecosystem service provision varies across a 

continuous gradient of habitat management. Floodplain reconnection projects 

provide specific opportunities to analyse the effects of relatively large changes in 

habitat management regime. 

Floodplain ecosystem services are also highly topical, as the recent UK National 

Ecosystem Assessment has drawn attention to the diversity of services that 

freshwater ecosystems, including floodplains, can provide (Maltby et al. 2011). 

Many of the services provided by freshwater habitats have been inadequately 

recognised in the past, and as a consequence, there are no remaining floodplains that 

have not been altered to some extent by human activity (Maltby et al. 2011). The 

freshwater chapter of the National Ecosystem Assessment recommended that 

restoration of floodplains is necessary to maintain and improve the provision of 

ecosystem services, but noted that there is considerable uncertainty about the 
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relationships between habitat condition and service provision (Maltby et al. 2011). 

Uncertainty about the relationships between hydrology, ecology, and ecosystem 

service provision makes it difficult to predict the specific outcomes of changes in 

floodplain management. This uncertainty may explain the shortage of specific 

objectives relating to floodplain restoration or creation in the UK Governmental 

White Paper (DEFRA 2011), which responded to many of the concerns raised by the 

National Ecosystem Assessment. The Natural Choice White Paper recognised the 

multiple benefits provided by freshwater ecosystems and the importance of restoring 

more natural freshwater systems (DEFRA 2011). Wetlands were mentioned due to 

their utility as sustainable drainage systems, but few mentions were made of 

floodplain wetlands in particular, and no specific objectives or funding 

announcements were made for wetland restoration (DEFRA 2011). In comparison, 

specific objectives (and in some cases funding) was announced for other aspects of 

freshwater ecology, such as river water quality, catchment sensitive farming, and 

water abstraction licensing (DEFRA 2011). A greater understanding of floodplain 

ecosystem services and the impacts of restoration is required to increase confidence 

in floodplain restoration as a strategy, which may lead to its greater implementation. 

 

1.4. Objectives of this study 

This study aims to inform the implementation of ecosystem services as a framework 

for habitat management, with a focus on the management of floodplains at a local 

scale (ca. 55 ha) across a moderate gradient of environmental manipulation (the 

transition between permanent standing water and infrequent flood inundation). It 

focuses on the four related knowledge gaps that were identified in section 1.2., with 

four specific objectives; to (1) provide a better understanding of the ecological 

impacts of increasing floodplain hydrological connectivity, (2) provide a framework 

for analysing the quality of recreational experiences at small spatial scales, (3) 

explore the effects of floodplain hydrological heterogeneity on ecosystem service 

optimality and habitat multifunctionality, and (4) investigate the effects of ecosystem 

service information at different levels of detail on people’s preferences for floodplain 

management scenarios. This study addresses these aims through five data chapters 

which are written as separate manuscripts. An additional chapter introduces and 

provides some background to the case study floodplain. The final chapter synthesises 

the findings of the study as a whole, and discusses the implications for the 

management of floodplains, and the application of ecosystem services as a 

framework for managing habitats more generally. 

Chapter 2 of this study provides an introduction to the study floodplain. The Fishlake 

floodplain has a history of channelisation and drainage, but has more recently been 

reconnected hydrologically to the adjacent river. This chapter describes the location 

and history of the site, and then goes into further detail about the restoration work 
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and its effects on topography and hydrology. Chapter 2 also introduces a key 

hydrological dataset that is used in many of the following chapters.  

Chapters 3 and 4 of this study analyse the effects of hydrological management on 

two ecological taxa that are important in providing ecosystem services. Chapter 3 

considers the composition of plant communities, which are of interest for 

biodiversity conservation at both Local Authority and National scales. It analyses the 

drivers of changes in plant community composition following hydrological 

restoration, and reports the trends observed in the study floodplain over a period of 

four years. Chapter 3 also discusses the trajectories of plant community change and 

the constraints on change, in relation to the targets set by the restoration project. 

Chapter 4 considers the impacts of floodplain hydrology on European water voles 

(Arvicola terrestris), which are a popular and charismatic species of high 

conservation interest in the UK (Strachan et al. 2011). It describes the habitat 

preferences of water voles in a floodplain wetland, analyses the resilience of water 

voles to flood events, and discusses the potential for the hydrological restoration of 

floodplains as a conservation tool for this species. 

In Chapter 5, floodplain recreational experiences are analysed to allow spatial 

variation in the quality of experiences to be predicted. The net quality of the 

experience provided by odonates (dragonflies and damselflies, which can have 

positive impacts on people’s recreational experiences) and debris items (which are 

commonly perceived negatively) is investigated. Chapter 5 combines three pieces of 

analysis that describe; the relationships between ecological and physical factors and 

the distribution of odonates and debris, the interactions between visitors and these 

habitat components, and the relative preferences that people have for different habitat 

components. These three components are combined to form a spatially-explicit 

model that predicts the relative quality that a visitor would experience, at any 

location in the study floodplain. The recreational experience model is subjected to 

sensitivity analysis to evaluate the relative importance of the three stages in 

contributing to the accuracy of the estimates. Finally, the model is applied to a 

hypothetical management question to inform the design of wildlife viewing site 

locations.  

Chapter 6 investigates the management of a suite of ecosystem services, and utilises 

some of the information provided in the previous chapters. This chapter first analyses 

the provision of seven ecosystem service indicators across 100 quadrats that make up 

a hydrological gradient, from open water to wet grassland. It then uses simulation to 

explore the range of hypothetical floodplain mosaics that could be created if different 

survey quadrats were combined to make up larger mosaics. This simulation is 

optimised to identify the optimal management strategies. The optimal simulated 

floodplain mosaics are then assessed for their multifunctionality. These two 

characteristics of the suite of services provided are then analysed in relation to the 

heterogeneity of the floodplain mosaics, to identify trends in management that could 

provide optimal suites of services or multifunctional floodplains. 
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Chapter 7 assesses the use of ecosystem service data in habitat management decision 

making. This chapter synthesises information from the preceding chapters to 

generate seven hypothetical floodplain management scenarios. This chapter analyses 

the effects that different levels of ecosystem service information can have on 

people’s preferences for the different habitat management options. The floodplain 

management scenarios are described to non-expert participants in different amounts 

of detail. Differences in people’s preferences depending on the quality of the 

information that they are provided with are discussed in relation to the potential 

impacts for individual and group decision making.  

Chapter 8 reviews the principal findings of the data chapters and discusses the 

implications for floodplain management; in particular the constraints to restoring 

floodplain ecology, and the role that floodplains can play in the wider landscape. It 

then discusses the implications for future applications of ecosystem services, such as 

the practical issues that may face organisations that wish to conduct assessments, and 

the issue of uncertainty about ecosystem service outcomes. 

To provide a reference for the various datasets used within this thesis, a summary of 

the key datasets, and the chapters in which they are utilised, can be found in Table 

1.1. 
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Table 1.1. Summary of datasets used in the separate chapters of this thesis, the 

number of spatial replicates (i.e. quadrats) and the temporal characteristics of the 

surveys. 

Dataset Chapters 

that utilise 

these data 

Number of 

spatial 

replicates 

Survey dates 

Plant community 

composition in sample 

plots 

3 28 June 2009, 2011, 2012, and 

2013 

Water vole distribution 

(hand search for field 

signs) 

4 NA September – October in 2008 

and 2011. 

Water vole presence and 

absence at artificial rafts 

4 34 September – October in 2011 

and 2012. 

Presence and abundance 

of debris items in 

floodplain quadrats 

5,6 100 June 2012, August 2012 and 

May 2013 

Presence and abundance 

of odonates in floodplain 

quadrats 

5,6 100 Three days in August 2012 

and three days during July-

August 2013 

Plant community 

composition in 

floodplain quadrats 

6 100 June – July 2012 

Presence of cattle dung 

in floodplain quadrats 

6 100 Once in July 2012 and once 

in April 2013 

Presence of wetland 

birds in floodplain 

quadrats 

6 100 Six occasions in June 2012, 

and six occasions between 

May and June 2013 
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Table 1.1 Continued. 

Dataset Chapters 

that utilise 

these data 

Number of 

spatial 

replicates 

Survey dates 

Topographic surveying 2,3,4,5,6 NA – 

continuous

ly mapped 

over site 

Surveyed by Environment 

Agency LIDAR in 2008. 

Amended following total 

station surveys in 2011 and 

2012. 

Flood exposure mapping 

in the floodplain 

2,3,4,5,6 NA – 

continuous

ly mapped 

over site 

Every two weeks between 

04/05/2011 and 19/04/2013 

Water level monitoring 

in the River Don 

2,3 1 Every 10 minutes between 

the 28/01/2009 and the 

31/07/2013 
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2. Fishlake floodplain restoration and hydrological modelling 

The study described in this thesis investigated the implementation of ecosystem 

services as a framework for the habitat management of floodplains. This study 

focused on a case study floodplain that had recently been hydrologically reconnected 

to a river. Case study approaches can be limited in the generality of their 

conclusions, because the variability of floodplain responses is not measured, so it is 

not clear whether consistent conclusions would be drawn at other floodplain 

restoration projects (Eisenhardt 1989). However, there were no similar, recently 

restored floodplain sites with comparable baseline data in the vicinity of the study 

site, so replication was not possible. By focusing on a single case study it was 

possible to increase the level of detail of an analysis, for example by considering a 

larger number of ecosystem services and analysing the target services more 

precisely. The Fishlake study site is likely to differ from other floodplains in terms of 

the habitat types that are present and the ecosystem services that are provided. 

However, as a historically drained floodplain that was used for agriculture and flood 

storage prior to restoration, the key pressures on Fishlake were those that have driven 

trends in historical floodplain management across Europe. 

This chapter provides an introduction to the study system that is used throughout the 

rest of the thesis. Section 1 describes the location, history, and recent management of 

the site, and discusses some ecosystem services that the floodplain provides. Section 

2 gives an overview of the Fishlake floodplain restoration project, which began in 

2009. This section describes the objectives of the project, the engineering work that 

was conducted, and the impacts of this engineering on the hydrology of the 

floodplain. Section 3 summarises the research opportunity provided by the Fishlake 

floodplain restoration, and introduces some key datasets that are used in later 

chapters. 

 

2.1. Background to the Fishlake floodplain 

2.1.1. Overview 

The Fishlake floodplain is located between the settlements of Fishlake, Thorne, and 

Stainforth (Latitude: 53.611239, Longitude: -1.002889), in the Metropolitan Borough 

of Doncaster, in the United Kingdom (Figure 2.1a). The site is a washland of the 

River Don (Hiley et al. 2008) and is located within the Humberhead Levels (Figure 

2.1b). The Don drains much of South Yorkshire (Faulkner and Wass, 2005) and is a 

major river; the mean discharge at Doncaster, which is approximately 11 km 

upstream, is 16 m
3 

s
-1

 (CEH 2013). The river level at Fishlake is tidally influenced 

with a reach of approximately 3.5 m during a spring tide, and 1 m during a neap tide 

(Hiley et al. 2008). The tidal reach is caused by freshwater backing up from the 

estuary, so is not saline (Hiley et al. 2008). The Fishlake floodplain extends on both 
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banks of the Don, over an area of 25 hectares on the north bank, and 22 hectares on 

the south bank (Figure 2.2). 

 

2.1.2. History of the Fishlake wetlands and the wider region 

Approximately 20% of the land area of England drains into the Humber Estuary, and 

much of the water passes through the Humberhead Levels (Van de Noort, 2000). The 

Levels were historically the third largest fenland in England (Rotherham and 

Harrison, 2006), and provided a mosaic of wetland habitat types, including open 

water, marsh and wet woodland (Rotherham and Harrison, 2006). Economic activity 

in the Fishlake area relied heavily on the local wetlands for resource extraction, and 

Fishlake village was a key trading centre on the Don (Gaunt, 2012). The region was 

home to major freshwater fisheries such as the Hatfield Chase, and also produced 

quantities of venison and waterfowl (Rotherham and Harrison, 2006). Other 

extractive industries were reed production and peat cutting (Rotherham and Harrison, 

2006). 

 

Figure 2.1. (a) Location of the Fishlake floodplain in the UK. (b) Location of the 

Fishlake floodplain in the Humberhead Levels. The estimated historical and current 

extent of wetlands in the region is also indicated, based on data provided by the 

Wetland Vision (Hume 2008).  
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Figure 2.2. The Fishlake floodplain and its location in relation to local settlements. 

The pre-straightening course of the Don, as well as the current course and flood 

defences, are also shown. 

Many of the wetlands in the Fishlake area were drained following a deal between 

King Charles I and a Dutch consortia led by the engineer Cornelius Vermuyden in 

1627 (Gaunt, 2012). This led to a major re-routing of the River Don through the 

“Dutch River” (Figure 2.1b), and the subsequent loss of many wetlands around 

Fishlake and Thorne (Gaunt, 2012). The area of wetlands declined further over the 

following centuries as agriculture and coal mining became the most important local 

industries (British Coal 1989; Eversham and Skidmore, 1991; Gearey et al. 2009).  

The Don was straightened at Fishlake in 1947 as part of a larger flood protection 

programme carried out by the River Ouse Catchment Board (Trudgill 2007; Figure 

2.2). As part of this engineering the river was also prevented from flooding by earth 

flood defence banks. The Fishlake floodplain is unusual in having two lines of flood 

defence; there are low (approximately 5 m above sea level) cradge banks on the 

riverbank, with more substantial main banks (which are approximately 7 m above sea 

level) behind (Figure 2.2). The area between the flood banks has developed as an 

infrequently flooded washland (Hiley et al. 2008).This area, referred to as the 

Fishlake floodplain or Fishlake wetland, is the study area for the work described in 

this thesis (Figure 2.2).  
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2.1.3. Recent management of the Fishlake floodplain and some key ecosystem 

services 

The Fishlake floodplain has been owned by the UK Environment Agency (or its 

precursors) since the 1940s, and has been managed primarily as a flood storage area 

(Hiley et a. 2008). Fishlake was one of a number of areas that were designed to flood 

at high river flows, to relieve pressure downstream on the river network (Hiley et al. 

2008). The exact importance of the Fishlake floodplain as a flood storage area is not 

known, although the capacity of the site is relatively small compared to the large 

volumes carried in the Don (Faulkner and Wass, 2005). However, Fishlake is clearly 

regarded as a key part of the flood regulation network by the Environment Agency, 

as maintaining the provision of flood storage was a major concern during the 

planning of the floodplain restoration project which forms the basis of this study (see 

Section 2.2.; Hiley et al. 2008). Furthermore, flood regulation is a major issue for 

local residents; 65% of 83 Fishlake residents reported flooding as their greatest crime 

or safety-related concern (Fishlake Village Plan 2010). 

There is evidence in the First Land Utilisation Survey of Great Britain that the 

Fishlake floodplain has been grazed by cattle and ponies since before the river was 

straightened in the 1940s (Stamp 1935). A herd of around 100 beef cattle are present 

at the site between March and October every year (Figure 2.3). The herd belongs to a 

tenant farmer and is made up mainly of breeding cows and calves, with a number of 

older bullocks and heifers, and two adult bulls. The floodplain also provides 

additional value to the farmer, as it has been managed under a Natural England 

Stewardship scheme since 2011. The combined value of the Entry Level and Higher 

Level scheme is £39,700 per year (Natural England, 2013). The wetlands are 

commonly used for unauthorised grazing; at least 10 cob ponies are consistently 

present during the summer, with more during the winter (the maximum recorded was 

54; Figure 2.3).  
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Figure 2.3. Cow and pony numbers in the Fishlake floodplain on 27 survey visits 

during 2012. Animals were only counted if they were within the main flood defence 

banks. 

Several local walking routes pass through the floodplain area (Ordnance Survey 

2006), and the main flood defence bank is commonly used as a footpath 

(Environment Agency 2009). A survey of people in Thorne in October 2013 reported 

that 11 of 47 participants (23%) had ever visited visited the Fishlake floodplain, and 

of these, 8 had visited for recreational walking (Lowe 2014). Visitors are generally 

local people from Fishlake or Thorne who are walking dogs or otherwise passing 

through (John Deeney, local resident; personal communication), and visitor numbers 

are low (the population of the closest settlement, Fishlake, is 628 (ONS 2001). A 

local walking group who are based in Thorne occasionally walk a circuit of the 

floodplain (approximately 30 visitors, encountered twice over at least 80 site visits 

over three years). Despite the low observed use of the floodplain for recreation, the 

appearance of the river and the footpath route along the main flood defence bank is 

“very important” to over 70% of Fishlake residents (Fishlake Village Plan, 2010).  

A small number of local anglers (between 5 and 10) infrequently use the floodplain 

to access the River Don, most commonly adjacent to the bridge at Stainforth, at the 

western end of the wetland, or directly parallel to Fishlake village on the north bank 

(John Deeney, local resident; personal communication). The wetland areas within the 

floodplain are not suitable for angling; a fry survey by the Environment Agency in 

2011 found only 3 individuals of fishable species at 10 drift netting sites 

(Environment Agency 2011). The wetland on the southern bank of the site is targeted 

infrequently by duck hunters. 

There are a variety of habitat types present at the Fishlake floodplain. The floodplain 

supports a range of aquatic, marsh, and wet grassland plant communities (Hiley et al. 

2008; Shaw et al. 2009; Figure 2.4). A number of duck, swan, and wading bird 
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species use the floodplain throughout the year (Hiley et al. 2008). European water 

voles, which are a threatened species in the UK, are present both in the surrounding 

drainage ditch network and in the floodplain itself (Hiley et al. 2008). There is some 

limited wildlife viewing activity at the site; one local resident has observed the bird 

community almost daily for several years (John Deeney, personal communication). 

A community blog for bird enthusiasts was active during the spring of 2011 but has 

since been dormant (Deeney 2011). Local wildlife organisations such as the 

Yorkshire Wildlife Trust, Yorkshire Naturalists, and Thorne and Hatfield Moors 

Conservation Forum do not visit the site for recreational, educational, or monitoring 

purposes.  
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Figure 2.4. Photographs of the Fishlake floodplain, taken from the point marked on 

Figure 2.2. (a) The view south from the main flood bank, towards the River Don. 

This part of the floodplain contains open water, wet grassland and marsh habitats. (b) 

Close-up of marsh vegetation; mainly spike rush (Eleocharis palustris) with some 

reed sweetgrass (Glyceria maxima). Both photographs were taken on the 03/05/2009.  
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2.2. The Fishlake floodplain restoration project 

2.2.1. Objectives of the Fishlake restoration project 

In 2008 an opportunity to create and improve habitats in the Fishlake floodplain 

came about as part of a wider flood regulation and defence improvement programme 

(Hiley et al. 2008; Environment Agency 2009). As many floodplains have been 

degraded by disconnection from a natural flooding regime, restoration of 

hydrological connectivity between rivers and floodplains is intended to restore 

natural habitats and provide opportunities for wetland species (Buijse et al. 2002). 

Such habitat improvement was a policy objective of the Environment Agency (Hiley 

et al. 2008), and the unusual cradge bank flood defences at Fishlake provided a 

controlled area in which hydrological connectivity between the river and floodplain 

could be restored without compromising the main flood defences (Environment 

Agency 2009). The Fishlake floodplain restoration project was not explicitly 

designed using an ecosystem services framework, but a number of ecosystem 

services (while not termed as such at the time) were considered, and a range of 

stakeholder groups were consulted (Environment Agency 2009). The Environment 

Agency had five main objectives when designing the restoration strategy 

(summarised from Hiley et al. 2008; Environment Agency 2009); 

(1) To create and maintain areas of biodiversity action plan (BAP) habitats, such as 

floodplain grazing marshes, and to a lesser extent marsh and swamp.  

(2) To provide areas of suitable habitat for key taxa such as wetland birds, water 

voles, and riverine fish, and ensure that engineering work and restored flooding 

would not negatively affect these taxa.  

(3) To improve and encourage public access to the floodplain. 

(4) To maintain the same level of flood protection for the local area, and to maintain 

some flood storage capacity. 

(5) To maintain a similar level of livestock grazing to support the livelihood of the 

tenant farmer. 

Some of these objectives, such as creating BAP habitat and providing habitat suitable 

for wetland birds, require similar management and so could largely be achieved 

together. However, there were also trade-offs between different objectives; 

increasing the normal water level in a floodplain could be beneficial for wetland 

birds and fish (Mauchamp et al. 2002), but would reduce the flood storage capacity, 

and could reduce the area available for grazing cattle (Morris and Brewin in press). 

The final restoration design therefore aimed to achieve a satisfactory balance of the 

five objectives. 
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2.2.2. Restoration engineering and other actions 

The final restoration design aimed to increase the frequency of flood events from 

between zero and twelve times a year, to at least thirty-six times a year (Hiley et al. 

2008). The cradge banks were lowered at two locations on the northern bank in 

August 2009 (Figure 2.5), which allowed flooding to occur at lower river levels 

(Hiley et al. 2008). At each location an eight metre section of the cradge bank was 

lowered by approximately 1.5 m (from 5.2 m to 3.7 m) and reinforced with concrete 

cladding to prevent erosion (Figure 2.6). It was expected that regular flooding would 

be driven mainly by spring tides (Hiley et al. 2008), and flood water was expected to 

drain from the floodplain relatively quickly after river levels dropped, due to the 

addition of valved culverts that allowed water to flow out of the floodplain but not in 

(Hiley et al. 2008). Rapid drainage was expected to provide suitable hydrological 

conditions for floodplain grazing marsh plant species (Hiley et al. 2008), and was 

also considered important for the maintenance of flood regulation, as pooled standing 

water would reduce the available capacity (Hiley et al. 2008).  

 

Figure 2.5. Changes in topographic height of the Fishlake floodplain between 2009 

and 2013. A high-resolution (1 pixel = 0.0625 m
2
) LIDAR survey was carried out by 

the Environment Agency prior to restoration. A post-restoration elevation model was 

then created using a Leica TCRP1205 robotic theodolite and electronic distance 

meter, between 2011 and 2013. The two elevation models were georeferenced and 

normalised using fixed reference points. The 2013 elevation was then subtracted 

from the 2009 elevation to show the net change in elevation over this period. 
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Figure 2.6. Engineering work carried out at the Fishlake floodplain. (a) Concrete 

structure put in place at western bank breach on the north bank of the river, as seen 

from the river channel. Water is passing into the floodplain from the river, as 

indicated by the blue arrow. Taken on the 31/08/2011. (b) The western bank breach 

seen from the far bank of the river, at a higher state of flood. Note the high level of 

flood water within the floodplain. Taken on the 29/11/2012. (c) New pond dug on the 

south bank of the river, as seen from the main flood defence bank, looking north. (d) 

close up of culvert structure shown in (c). Water can flow into the floodplain through 

the culvert, as indicated by the blue arrow. Both (c) and (d) were taken on the 

30/09/12. 
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A number of existing ditches at the site were dredged and enlarged during June-

August on 2009, and in some parts of the site new drainage ditches and pools were 

dug (Figure 2.5) to create additional habitat for wetland birds, fish and water voles 

(Hiley et al. 2008). To maintain cattle and public access during flood conditions a 

number of raised banks were added to connect the cradge banks to the main bank 

(Figure 2.5). A “ridge and furrow” pattern of raised banks was added to increase 

topographic variation and provide refuges for wetland birds during flood events 

(Environment Agency 2009).  

The floodplain on the southern bank of the Don was connected hydrologically to the 

river via a culvert in September 2011 (Figure 2.5). This culvert was designed to fill a 

large, newly dug pond to provide spawning habitat for fish fry (Environment Agency 

2009; Figure 2.6), and was topographically lower than the cradge bank breaches to 

maintain more consistent hydrological connectivity. The new pond was designed to 

feed water in to the other water bodies on the southern side of the floodplain through 

a culvert and ditch network (Environment Agency 2009).  

Apart from the hard engineering to increase hydrological connectivity and reprofile 

the topography, few additional restoration measures were implemented. Some 

reprofiled areas were seeded with a sward mix containing species common to the site 

(including white clover Trifolium repens and perennial rye-grass Lolium perenne) 

(Richard Jennings, Environment Agency; personal communication). The tenant 

farmer entered into a Natural England Higher Level Stewardship scheme in May 

2011, under which he was obliged to maintain cattle grazing at a similar level to the 

previous herd size. There were additional obligations to annually remove ragwort 

(Senecio jacobea) and thistle (mainly Cirsium arvense), and to clear vegetation 

around the drainage ditch network (Natural England, 2013). These management 

obligations were previously part of the tenancy agreement or were conducted directly 

by the Environment Agency (Hiley et al. 2008), so these aspects of management did 

not substantially change following the hydrological restoration. A number of public 

access improvements, such as the conversion of stiles to swing gates, were carried 

out in 2012. 
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2.2.3. Hydrological effects of floodplain reconnection 

The detailed baseline topographic dataset allows the engineering of the Fishlake 

restoration project to be accurately quantified. However, the hydrological impact of 

topographic changes is more complex to analyse, as no on-site hydrological 

monitoring was carried out prior to hydrological reconnection. In this section (2.2.3) 

the hydrological impacts of the Fishlake restoration project are estimated using two 

hydrological datasets. First, topographic and river level data were analysed to 

estimate the increase in frequency and duration of flood events due to the cradge 

bank lowering. Second, a statistical hydrological model was created to link the 

frequency of flood events to flood exposure in different parts of the floodplain. 

 

2.2.3.1. Hydrological modelling methods 

The number and duration of flood events were analysed by combining topographic 

measurements of the minimum flood entry point with river level data from an 

Environment Agency monitoring station located in the centre of the site (Figure 2.2). 

The river level was monitored at 10 minute intervals between the 28/01/2009 and the 

31/07/2013. The floodplain was compartmentalised into 12 topographically separate 

hydrologic sections that were assumed to act as distinct drainage basins (Figure 2.7). 

The lowest point of the flood defences was found for each hydrologically isolated 

section of the floodplain (Figure 2.7); this was either the lowest part of the cradge 

bank or the height of a culvert that was known to allow water to flow into the 

floodplain (see Appendix A.1 for a table of the lowest points in each section every 

year). Flooding was identified as any time point when the river level was higher than 

the flood entry point, and the duration of flood events was defined as the number of 

consecutive time points when flooding was occurring. This process was carried out 

twice for all flood entry points; once under the 2009 topography, and once under the 

2013 topography. For brevity, the effect of lowering the flood entry point on the 

flood frequency and duration of flood events was directly compared for only one 

flood entry point; the westernmost cradge bank breach. The results for the other entry 

points were not directly compared but were used in the next stage of the hydrological 

modelling procedure. 

To link the frequency of flood events to hydrological conditions within the 

floodplain, hydrological records within the floodplain were required. The surface 

area of standing water in the floodplain was recorded at approximately two week 

intervals for two years, between 04/05/2011 and 19/04/2013.  On each sampling 

occasion, the boundaries of each water body were walked and were recorded at 

approximately 15-step intervals using a Garmin Oregon 450 global positioning 

system (GPS). These points were then cross-referenced with a high-resolution 

topographic model. The topographic model was temporally explicit, so accounted for 

the construction of the new pond in the south east of the floodplain in October 2011. 

The cross-referencing process generated a number of estimates of the height of the 
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water level in the floodplain. The water level within each hydrologically distinct 

section of the floodplain was calculated as the mean of the estimates that were 

recorded within it. The areas of the floodplain that were topographically lower than 

the estimated water level were then classified as submerged. This monitoring 

programme allowed the submerged area of the floodplain to be mapped on 52 

sampling occasions at a high spatial resolution (1 pixel = 0.0625 m
2
). The proportion 

of the 52 sampling dates that a location was submerged (proportional submergence) 

was used as the measure of relative wetness.  

 

Figure 2.7. Topography of the Fishlake floodplain, and hydrological sections used 

for water level sampling and hydrological modelling. Hydrological sections 1 and 2 

are flooded from flood entry point (a). Section 3 is flooded through point (b). 

Sections 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 are flooded through point (d). Sections 9, 10, 11 and 12 are 

flooded through point (c).  

A uniform grid of 1992 points was generated across the floodplain area, and 

hydrological conditions were modelled independently at each grid point. To create a 

predictive model of floodplain hydrology, the proportional submergence data were 

linked to the river level data using logistic regression. The probability that a location 

on the floodplain will be submerged at any point in time depends to some extent on 

the amount of recent hydrological connectivity to the river. A separate logistic 

regression model was constructed for each grid point, and submergence of the point 

on each of the 52 sampling occasions was modelled as a binary variable (either 

submerged or not submerged on each occasion). The proportion of the preceding two 

weeks that the river water level was higher than the lowest point of the flood defence 

(the proportion of time when flooding was occurring) was used as the explanatory 
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variable.  The resulting logistic regression models were then used to predict the 

proportional submergence of each location from a time series of flood events, over 

the period of field sampling (between 04/05/2011 and 19/04/2013). Proportional 

submergence was predicted twice for each location under different conditions; first 

using flood frequencies calculated using the baseline topography, and second using 

flood frequencies calculated under the restored (post-hydrological reconnection) 

topographic conditions.  

The statistical hydrological model assumed that the topographic height of each 

location did not change, so was only applicable in areas that were not altered 

topographically as part of the restoration. Locations that changed in height between 

the topographic surveys in 2009 and 2013 (Figure 2.7) by more than one standard 

deviation from the mean were therefore excluded from subsequent analyses (565 

locations were excluded). Standard statistical methods were not appropriate when 

analysing the difference in proportional submergence predicted by the baseline and 

restored hydrological models because the sample size (the number of grid points), 

and therefore the number of degrees of freedom available, was arbitrary. The 

comparison was made simply as the mean of the differences between the baseline 

and restored predictions at the 1492 locations. To assess the accuracy of the 

statistical hydrological model, the predicted post-restoration submergence events 

were compared to the sample data. 

 

2.2.3.2. Results of hydrological modelling 

The river level at Fishlake was variable due to the strong daily and seasonal tidal 

influence (Figure 2.8). At a cradge bank height of 5.3 m, the floodplain would have 

experienced eight flood events over the study period, an average of 1.7 every year. 

The median duration of flood events would have been 16.5 hours, and the longest 

flood would have been approximately 2 days. Under the post-restoration topography, 

with a breach height of 3.7 m, an estimated 571 flood events would have occurred 

over the study period. This is an average of 11 flood events every month, although 

the frequency changed seasonally. The median duration of a flood event would have 

been 50 minutes, and the longest flood event would have lasted for approximately 

five days.  

Overall, the statistical hydrological model correctly predicted submergence, when 

compared to the monitored data, in 87% of cases. Submerged cases were correctly 

predicted 90% of the time, while unsubmerged cases were correctly predicted 75% of 

the time. This suggests that the hydrological model slightly over-estimated the 

probability of locations being flooded. The effect of this estimation should be 

consistent between the 2009 and 2013 models, so comparing the predictions from 

these models should still allow relative differences in wetness to be assessed. The 

difference in proportional submergence predicted by the 2009 and 2013 models 

varied spatially, with the southern bank of the floodplain in particular showing a 
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large increase in the proportion of time that it was submerged (Figure 2.9). On 

average the reconnected floodplain was predicted to be submerged for an additional 

10% of the period, compared to the baseline prediction.  

 

Figure 2.8. Time series of river level data between 28/01/2009 and 31/07/2013. River 

level is measured in metres above the ordnance datum at Newlyn, in Cornwall, which 

is approximately sea level.  

 

 

Figure 2.9. Proportional submergence of the Fishlake floodplain modelled under two 

flooding scenarios. Submergence was modelled from a time series of river level data 

between May 2011 and May 2013. 
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2.2.3.3. Summary: the hydrological impacts of restoration 

The Fishlake restoration project has been successful in increasing the degree of 

hydrological connectivity between the river and the floodplain. Such lateral 

hydrological connectivity can transport materials and organisms, and can thus have 

important ecological implications (Tockner et al. 1999; Amoros and Bornette, 2002). 

Furthermore, the increased degree of flood connectivity altered the hydrological 

characteristics of the habitats within the floodplain. While the hydrological models 

slightly overestimated the probability of some areas of the floodplain being 

submerged, a substantial increase in the proportion of the time that the floodplain 

was submerged was predicted following the reconnection. The floodplain 

reconnection created not only wetter floodplain habitats, but also a variety of 

different habitat types (Figure 2.10). As planned, water appears to drain rapidly from 

the floodplain when river water levels recede, and there are large areas of 

infrequently submerged habitats (Figure 2.10) that should be suitable for cattle 

grazing (Morris and Brewin in press) and development into floodplain grazing marsh 

(Wheeler et al. 2004; Hiley et al. 2008). Example photographs showing the 

difference between high and low water levels in the floodplain can be seen in Figures 

2.11 and 2.12. 

 

Figure 2.10. Proportional submergence at the Fishlake floodplain over the period 

04/05/2011 to 19/04/2013. The area of standing water was sampled on 52 occasions 

at approximately two week intervals over this period.  
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Figure 2.11. Comparion between high (a) and low (b) floodplain water levels at the 

eastern bank breach (see Figure 2.5). Photograph taken from the main flood defence 

bank, looking south. Photograph (a) was taken on the 20/04/2012, (b) was taken on 

the 10/01/2011. 
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Figure 2.12. Comparison between high (a) and low (b) floodplain water levels in the 

northern bank of the floodplain. Photographs were taken from the point shown on 

Figure 2.2. looking south-west. Photograph (a) was taken on the 29/11/2012, (b) was 

taken on the 23/07/2012.  
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2.3. The research opportunity provided by the Fishlake floodplain restoration project 

The Fishlake floodplain restoration project provides a good opportunity to study the 

practical application of ecosystem services to floodplain management because it is 

unusually well documented. The aims of the project were clearly defined in two 

design documents (Hiley et al. 2008; Environment Agency 2009), and there are five 

specific, measureable objectives that correspond to different ecosystem services. 

Many restoration projects do not carry out environmental or ecological monitoring 

(Bernhardt et al. 2007), and consequently it is rare to have baseline information such 

as a detailed LIDAR topography, or a time series of river level data that is specific to 

the study site. The Fishlake project also has baseline ecological datasets; water vole 

distribution data were collected in 2008 as part of the design evaluation process, 

while plant community composition was sampled by the University of Sheffield in 

2009 as part of a monitoring agreement with the Environment Agency. These 

baseline ecological data allow the impacts of floodplain reconnection to be assessed 

directly in the following chapters. The baseline topographic data and continuous 

river level data were the core resources behind the hydrological monitoring and 

modelling described in section 2.2.3. The hydrological monitoring dataset and the 

associated hydrological model are invaluable throughout the following chapters of 

this thesis, as they allow ecosystem service responses to be analysed in relation to 

temporally and spatially detailed hydrological explanatory variables.  

This chapter has drawn attention to a range of ecosystem services that are known to 

be provided at Fishlake, and there are further services that may be relevant in 

floodplain wetland systems. However, practical constraints mean that it is not 

feasible to analyse the full range of ecosystem services that a habitat can provide 

(Shaw 2012). The ecosystem services analysed in the following chapters were 

selected based on their relevance to the local area, and depending on whether 

baseline data was available. Ecosystem services were selected to ensure that a range 

of types of ecosystem services (provisioning, cultural, regulating) were represented. 

Chapters 3 and 4 of this study analyse indicators of biodiversity value, such as the 

presence of water voles and composition of the floodplain plant community. 

Biodiversity is of interest to the Environment Agency, who are a key stakeholder at 

Fishlake, and is given strong legal protection in the UK; water voles are a European 

Protected Species and floodplain grazing marsh is a Biodiversity Action Plan 

community type. Recreational experiences and indicators of recreational value are 

analysed in chapters 5 and 6, because recreation is a major use of European 

floodplains (Gren et al. 1995), and the Fishlake floodplain provides a recreational 

resource for the local population. An indicator of beef cattle production is analysed 

in chapter 6, as grazing is a major use of UK floodplains (Maltby et al. 2011), and a 

historical use of the Fishlake site. An indicator of flood storage volume is also 

analysed in chapter 6, as this is service has been prioritised at Fishlake in the past, 

and is of current interest in floodplain management (Baek et al. 2012).  
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3. Restoration of floodplain grazing marsh plant communities 

through increasing hydrological connectivity 

This chapter investigates an ecological implication of restoring hydrological 

connectivity in floodplains; the short-term impacts on plant community composition. 

Plant communities are a vital component of habitats, and plants contribute a range of 

functions and can deliver many ecosystem services. This chapter focuses on the 

intrinsic biodiversity value of floodplain plant communities, and in particular 

floodplain grazing marsh community types. Floodplain grazing marshes are of high 

conservation interest in the United Kingdom, and extensive wetland areas like the 

Humberhead Levels have historically supported these communities. As discussed in 

Chapter 2, the improvement of floodplain grazing marsh was a specific target of the 

Fishlake restoration project. 

This study made use of the baseline plant community dataset to analyse the responses 

of the community to restored hydrological connectivity at Fishlake. The chapter 

discusses the potential for similar hydrological restoration to enhance floodplain 

grazing marshes in other floodplains, and considers potential constraints on 

community development. The plant community dataset used in this chapter can be 

found in Appendix F.1 on the accompanying CD. 
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3.1. Abstract 

Hydrological connectivity is a key feature of natural floodplains. Many floodplains 

in the United Kingdom have been disconnected from their adjacent rivers through the 

construction of flood defences and subsequently drained. Floodplain drainage has led 

to the loss of important habitats for conservation, such as floodplain grazing marshes 

in the United Kingdom. There is growing interest in restoring hydrological 

connectivity to floodplains, with the aim of restoring biodiversity. However, little is 

known about the impacts of floodplain reconnection on plant community 

composition, making the results of restoration projects unpredictable. Floodplain 

plant communities are strongly affected by hydrology, but there are  a range of 

physical and ecological constraints that can prevent communities from developing 

along desirable trajectories. This study analysed changes in plant community 

composition at a case study floodplain restoration project, over a period of four 

years. Community composition decreased marginally in similarity to floodplain 

grazing marsh over the latter part of the study period. Changes in community 

composition were driven by the interaction between highly competitive species, 

which increased in abundance under relatively dry conditions, and moisture tolerant 

species, which increased in abundance under more frequent flood exposure. There 

was limited colonisation by new species, and this may have limited the trajectory of 

change towards floodplain grazing marsh. The results suggest that it is importance to 

restore functional connectivity that allows dispersal of floodplain species between 

habitat patches. Functional connectivity may not necessarily be achieved by the 

restoration of hydrological connectivity. 

 

3.2. Introduction 

Natural floodplains are species rich and ecologically diverse habitats, but up to 90% 

of the historical floodplain area in Europe has been converted to agricultural or urban 

use (Tockner and Stanford 2002). Many lowland river floodplains are no longer 

connected hydrologically to their adjacent floodplains, as embankments have been 

constructed to prevent flooding (Jungwirth et al. 2002). Surface connectivity between 

rivers and floodplains is important in maintaining mosaics of contrasting wetland 

habitats (Junk et al. 1989; Ward et al. 2002; Opperman et al. 2010), and river 

flooding can provide a dispersal pathway for organisms (Gurnell et al. 2008; 

Moggridge and Gurnell 2010). As a result of these hydrological mechanisms, natural 

floodplains typically support large numbers of specialist species (Tockner and 

Stanford 2002; Opperman et al. 2010). In the United Kingdom, floodplain grazing 

marshes, which include a range of semi-natural wet grassland and mire plant 

communities, are of particular conservation interest (Mountford 1994; Mountford et 

al. 2006). The restoration and creation of floodplain grazing marsh is now a 

conservation priority (JNCC 1995) and consequently there is increasing interest in 
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reversing floodplain degradation through restoration projects that reconnect rivers 

and their floodplains hydrologically (Zsuffa and Bogardi1995; Toogood et al. 2008).  

Floodplain restoration projects commonly target particular plant species and 

communities (Matthews and Spyreas 2010). To understand the likely impacts of 

floodplain reconnection, it is first important to know the hydrological requirements 

of the target community types (Härdtle et al. 2006; Toogood et al. 2008). The 

hydrological requirements of many floodplain grazing marsh communities have been 

described in detail (Wheeler et al. 2004), but communities commonly do not develop 

towards the desired targets following reconnection, as there a number of ecological 

mechanisms which can constrain or alter the trajectory of development (Trowbridge 

2007; Matthews and Spyreas 2010). It is therefore important to understand not only 

the hydrological requirements of the target community, but how communities 

respond to changes in hydrological conditions, and how community development can 

be constrained. 

Community composition changes as individual species change in abundance or 

colonise an area (Leeuw 1996). The local performance of a species under certain 

environmental conditions will depend on its environmental tolerances and ability to 

compete with neighbouring plants (Keddy 1992; Härdtle et al. 2006). These two 

mechanisms are closely related, because environmental conditions affect the balance 

of competition between species (Toogood et al. 2008). Species that are highly 

competitive under dry conditions (competitive specialists) may be negatively 

affected by flood events, for example if they cannot tolerate the resulting drought or 

root aeration stresses (Gowing and Spoor 1998), or are easily damaged by flood 

disturbance (Bornette and Amoros 1996). More frequent flooding may therefore 

benefit species that are more flood-tolerant, by decreasing competition from 

competitive specialists (Lenssen et al. 2004). 

Hydrological connectivity can also provide opportunities for species to colonise a 

floodplain. Flood water can transport plant matter and seeds from habitats elsewhere 

in the river network (Hölzel and Otte 2001; Gerard et al. 2008), and these propagules 

can colonise habitat patches that have been cleared by disturbances (Gurnell et al. 

2006). Long-distance dispersal of propagules can introduce species from connected 

wetland habitats (Malanson 1993), thus adding novel species to the local pool 

(Moggridge and Gurnell 2010). 

Previous studies suggest that floodplain grasslands can respond to changes in 

hydrological regime over periods as short as a year (Toogood et al. 2008; Toogood 

and Joyce 2009), although even after decades they may not match the target 

communities (Donath et al. 2003; Bissels et al. 2004). Each of the above mechanisms 

may act to constrain a community from developing to a desired endpoint. The 

presence of highly competitive, flood-tolerant species such as woody invasives may 

prevent desirable species from establishing, even if hydrological conditions are 

suitable (Ho and Richardson 2013). Alternatively, there may be environmental 



44 

 

factors other than hydrology that impact the performance of species, such as grazing 

pressure (Schaich et al. 2010b) or nutrient levels (Donath et al. 2003). Finally, 

desirable species may not be able to colonise the site, even if environmental 

conditions are suitable for them; for example if there are few reservoir populations 

that are able to disperse to the floodplain (Bischoff 2002). Hydrological conditions in 

floodplains are spatially and temporally variable (Ward et al. 1999; Tockner et al. 

2000; Tockner and Stanford 2002; Tockner et al. 2010), so the relative impacts of 

these three mechanisms may be different depending on the hydrological conditions. 

A better understanding of the relative importance of these mechanisms, and their 

relationships with hydrology, may inform future floodplain reconnection projects. 

Insights into the mechanisms that drive changes in plant communities can be gained 

by analysing the performance of species in relation to their characteristics, or 

functional traits (van Bodegom et al. 2006; Hedberg et al. 2013). Functional traits 

that describe the life history strategies of many UK species have been defined along 

the 3-way C-S-R spectrum (competitive ability, stress-tolerance, and ruderal ability) 

(Grime et al. 1995). Species tolerances to specific environmental factors such as soil 

moisture and soil nitrogen concentrations (Ellenberg 1988; Hill et al. 1999), and the 

seed dispersal mechanisms used by species have also been described (Grime et al. 

1995). By analysing the performance of species in relation to these functional traits, 

the mechanisms that drive trajectories of community change can be inferred (van 

Bodegom et al. 2006; Gurnell et al. 2008).  

It is logistically complex to analyse the responses of communities to changes in 

environmental conditions, because the financial costs of manipulating hydrological 

conditions can be high (Bernhardt et al. 2005) and community development may take 

long periods of time (Donath et al. 2003). Restoration projects provide opportunities 

to manipulate environmental conditions with some precision over large spatial scales 

(Walters and Holling 1990; Hammersmark et al. 2010). Analysis of current 

restoration projects could therefore help the mechanisms of change and constraints to 

development to be better understood, which may in turn inform future restoration 

attempts (Walters and Holling 1990; Bayley 1995; Michener 1997). However, there 

are relatively few studies of restoration projects despite the opportunities for research 

that they provide, because few restoration projects are monitored, either before or 

after restoration (Zedler 2000; Bernhardt et al. 2007). In this chapter the Fishlake 

floodplain restoration project is used as a model system to analyse changes in plant 

community composition following hydrological reconnection. The Fishlake 

floodplain provides a valuable opportunity for this research because a baseline record 

of the plant communities is available. Furthermore, a spatially-explicit model of 

hydrology at the floodplain allows changes in community composition to be related 

directly to hydrological conditions. This is relatively unusual for a wet grassland 

study; some previous floodplain studies have used proxies such as time since 

restoration (Vercoutere et al. 2007; Toogood and Joyce 2009) or topography 

(Trowbridge 2007) as explanatory variables. 
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Changes in the floodplain grassland plant communities were analysed over four 

years, separated into two periods (2009-2011 and 2011-2013). The similarity of each 

sampled community to the target of floodplain grazing marsh was analysed using a 

novel technique based on simulating floodplain grazing marsh communities. The 

functional trait responses underlying changes in community composition were then 

analysed by modelling the performance of species over the two pairs of years against 

six functional traits; competitor value and ruderal value (Grime et al. 1995), soil 

moisture and nitrogen tolerances (Ellenberg 1988; Hill et al. 1999), dispersal weight, 

and whether the species is known to spread vegetatively (Grime et al. 1995). 

Proportional flood exposure was also used as an explanatory variable, and 

interactions between flood exposure and all functional traits were analysed to 

investigate whether mechanisms acted differently under different hydrological 

conditions.  

 

3.3. Methods 

3.3.1. Vegetation and hydrological data 

Plant community composition was analysed between 2009 and 2013 in the Fishlake 

floodplain, which is located on the River Don, near Doncaster in the United 

Kingdom (see Chapter 2 for an overview of the site). Engineering to create two bank 

breaches on the northern bank at Fishlake was conducted between July and August of 

2009, and ditch dredging and reprofiling works were conducted on both banks of the 

river over the same period. A further culvert was added to connect the southern bank 

of the floodplain to the river in September 2011. These engineering works increased 

the degree of surface hydrological connectivity between the river and floodplain.  

The plant community was first sampled at 28 plots of 400 m
2
 each prior to any 

engineering in late June 2009. The sampling plots were chosen to represent the range 

of mainly terrestrial habitats (therefore excluding open water) that were present at the 

site at that time (Figure 3.1). Plots were clustered into transects for ease of relocation, 

but transect grouping is not considered to have any ecological relevance because the 

distance between transects is relatively low compared to the potential dispersal 

distance of plant propagules (Engström et al. 2009). Furthermore, the sites within 

each transect varied greatly in their topographic height, and thus their connectivity to 

the river. As a result, variation in hydrological conditions within each transect was 

likely to be greater than variability between transects. Sampling plot locations were 

recorded using a handheld Garmin E-trex H GPS and a combination of handheld 

maps, written notes, and photographs. The sample plots were re-surveyed during late 

June, in 2011, 2012, and 2013. In all surveys, all higher plant taxa were identified 

and assigned an abundance score on the ordinal DAFOR scale (Brodie 1985). Taxa 

were identified to species level except in the case of Agrostis and Poa grasses. 

Filamentous algae were also recorded. To ensure consistency in sampling plot 

relocation and taxonomy between sampling dates, at least one surveyor was 
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conserved between consecutive samples. Although the floodplain plant communities 

were sampled on four occasions, most of the analyses in this study use the data from 

only three surveys and consider changes in community composition over two 

periods; between 2009 and 2011, and 2011 and 2013. The use of equal time intervals 

allows comparable changes in community composition to be analysed. The two 

periods are also functionally different, because part of the restoration work (on the 

south bank) was finished after the survey data were collected in July 2011. 

Additionally, these two periods were characterised by different rainfall and river 

level conditions; between the 2009 and 2011 surveys the river level was relatively 

low (there were no flood peaks above 5.3 m), while there were several larger flood 

peaks (six greater than 5.3 m) throughout the summer and autumn of 2012, and into 

the winter of 2012-2013 (Chapter 2; Figure 2.8).  

 

Figure 3.1. The study floodplain and River Don, showing locations of vegetation 

sampling quadrats. 

A statistical model of flooding, similar to that described in Chapter 2, was 

constructed. The submergence of each survey plot was modelled separately using a 

binomial generalised linear model. The submergence of each plot was monitored at 

approximately two week intervals for two years, between 04/05/2011 and 19/04/2013 

(Richards et al. in press). The proportion of each sampling plot that was underwater 

on a given hydrological monitoring date (n = 52) was modelled against the 

proportion of the preceding two weeks that the river water level was higher than the 

lowest point of the flood banks (see Chapter 2). The river level was monitored at an 

Environment Agency gauging station located at the site (see Chapter 2; Figure 2.2). 

Six of the resulting models were not statistically significant at alpha = 0.05, but were 
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nonetheless used for subsequent modelling because they were likely to more 

realistically represent the relationship between flooding and wetness than the 

intercept-only model. Most of the insignificant models were either for very dry or 

very wet quadrats (Appendix B.1). 

The regression models of flooding allowed the flood exposure of each sampling plot 

to be estimated from a time series of river water level data, for the periods of June 

2009 to June 2011, and June 2011 to June 2013. From these time series an index of 

flood exposure was calculated for each sample plot; the proportion of the sample plot 

that was submerged for at least 50% of the time period. 50% was chosen as the 

threshold based on information in Wheeler et al. (2004), which describes the 

hydrological requirements of three floodplain grazing marsh community types 

(National Vegetation Classification types MG 4, MG 8, and MG 13). Among these 

three community types, MG 13 was judged to be the most relevant to the conditions 

at Fishlake, as MG 13 communities are commonly found “within a managed 

washland used for flood storage” (Wheeler et al. 2004). MG 13 requires a cumulative 

duration of flooding of 201 days per year (55% of the time) (Wheeler et al. 2004). 

There are a range of other floodplain grazing marsh classes that could establish at the 

Fishlake floodplain, but hydrological requirement data were not available for the 

majority of these communities. A 50% flooding duration threshold may be higher 

than the requirement for some floodplain grazing marsh communities, but this 

threshold is a robust indicator of the overall wetness of the sample plot. Sample plots 

that have a proportionally larger area that is submerged for at least 50% of the time 

are also likely to have a proportionally larger area that is submerged for at least 10% 

of the time. The relatively coarse temporal resolution of the submergence data 

(monitored once every two weeks) mean that lower thresholds could be sensitive to 

chance flooding events, so might not represent the longer-term hydrological 

conditions. Statistical differences in proportional submergence between the two 

periods were analysed using a paired t-test.  

 

3.3.2. Temporal changes in community composition 

Changes in plant community composition were assessed by comparing the similarity 

of the communities between 2009-2011, and separately between 2011-2013. The 

pairwise Gower dissimilarity (as implemented in the daisy function of the vegan R 

package) between the sampled communities was used to analyse the magnitude of 

changes in composition, because it is an appropriate index for ordinal data (Oksanen 

et al. 2012). The dissimilarity of the communities was visualised using non-metric 

multidimensional scaling. Permutational multivariate analysis of variance (non-

parametric multivariate analysis of variance - NPMANOVA) of the dissimilarity 

matrix was used to assess whether the communities were significantly different 

between 2009 and 2011, and between 2011 and 2013. This procedure was carried out 

using the adonis function in the vegan R package (Oksanen et al. 2012), with the 
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distance matrix modelled as a function of year, stratified by sample plot. A global 

NPMANOVA was first carried out, followed by pairwise comparisons between each 

consecutive set of years, using a Bonferroni-adjusted significance level (p < 0.016).  

Beta diversity was calculated each year across the 28 sample quadrats. Beta diversity 

was quantified as: 

β = S/α – 1 

Where β was beta diversity, S was the total species richness, and α was the mean 

species richness at each site (Tuomisto 2010). The species that had not previously 

been recorded that colonised the survey quadrats in 2011 or 2013 were recorded 

(colonisations), as well as species that went extinct between any consecutive pair of 

surveys (extinctions). The broad habitat requirements of these species (either 

submerged aquatic, terrestrial, or emergent) were assessed using the field guides 

Rose and O’Reilly (2006) and Haslam et al. (1982). 

Plant community composition was analysed as the similarity of the sampled 

communities to the primary target of restoration at the Fishlake project; floodplain 

grazing marsh (Hiley et al. 2008). Swamp and aquatic communities were secondary 

targets of the project, but the project design document predicted that floodplain 

grazing marsh communities would show the greatest change in spatial extent (Hiley 

et al. 2008). Additionally, the survey quadrats were better placed to monitor changes 

in grassland vegetation than swamp or aquatic communities, because it was not 

possible to access areas where engineering was being conducted (including a number 

of pools and ditches) when the 2009 survey was carried out (Shaw et al. 2009). 

Floodplain grazing marsh is a broad habitat type of which there are a number of 

desirable target communities (Mountford et al. 2006), so desirability was analysed as 

the maximum similarity to a pool of National Vegetation Classification (NVC) 

community types that have previously been defined as floodplain grazing marsh. 

Mountford et al. (2006) define 40 NVC sub-communities as floodplain grazing 

marsh, but three of these community types have not been recorded within 100 km of 

Fishlake, so were excluded from the analysis as they were assumed to be unlikely to 

establish. 
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To analyse the similarity of the sampled communities to the 37 target NVC 

communities, the data contained in the NVC (the species richness of each 

community, and the relative frequency of each species in each community) (Rodwell 

1991; Rodwell 1992; Rodwell 1995) were used to simulate a series of floodplain 

grazing marsh communities (50 simulations for each NVC community type). 

Similarity was measured as the number of species that were present in both the 

simulated community and the Fishlake sample, with a correction for the number that 

would be expected to match by chance given the numbers of species involved. This 

was calculated according to the equation; 

C =  M-(S/T×F)  

where C was the corrected similarity M was the number of matched species, S was 

the number of species present in the generated community, T was the total number of 

species present in the dataset (i.e. 1432), and F was the number of species present in 

the Fishlake sample. Similarity to each NVC community was quantified as the mean 

of the 50 replicates, and the score for the NVC community type that the sample was 

most similar to was taken as the index of similarity to the target of floodplain grazing 

marsh.  

Temporal changes in similarity to the target communities were analysed as a 

repeated measures ANOVA conducted as a linear mixed-effect model using the lme4 

R package (Bates et al. 2013), with statistical significance analysed using the 

lmerTest R package (Kuznetsova et al. 2013). The year of the survey was used as an 

explanatory factor. Post-hoc differences between pairs of years were analysed using 

Tukey’s Honestly Significant Difference test, as implemented in the multcomp 

package for R (Hothorn et al. 2008). 

 

3.3.3. Drivers of changes in community composition 

Changes in community composition were investigated in more detail for the periods 

2009 – 2011, and 2011 – 2013, to analyse the relative importance of flood exposure 

and species’ functional traits in determining performance. Ordinal regression was 

used to model the number of DAFOR abundance classes that each species moved up 

or down between the two samples at each sampling plot (increases in class indicate 

increases in abundance, decreases in class indicate decreases in abundance). This 

performance index was modelled in response to six published functional traits; 

competitive specialisation, ruderal specialisation, and whether the species is able to 

spread vegetatively (from Grime et al. 1995), and moisture tolerance, nitrogen 

tolerance, seed weight (from Hill et al. 1999). The stress tolerance index from 

(Grime et al. 1995) was excluded because it is the inverse of the sum of the 

competitor and ruderal indices, so including it would create a singular model. The 

proportion of the plot area that would have been underwater for at least 50% of the 

intervening two years was also included as an explanatory variable (referred to as 
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flood exposure). To analyse any relationship between functional traits and 

hydrological conditions, interactions between each functional trait and the flood 

exposure of the location were analysed. The performance of each species was 

modelled at each survey plot, and both species and survey plot were included as 

random effects (with random intercepts for both species and plot) to account for 

pseudoreplication. Ordinal regression models were constructed as cumulative link 

mixed models using the ordinal R package (Christensen 2013). In most statistical 

analyses in this study, an alpha level of 0.05 was applied when assessing 

significance. The only exception was the Bonferroni-adjusted NPMANOVA, as 

discussed above.  

 

3.4. Results 

There was a considerable range in proportional submergence between sample plots; 

most plots were relatively dry over both periods, but over 80% of the area of some 

plots was submerged for at least 50% of the time (Figure 3.2). There was a small but 

significant difference in hydrological conditions over the two periods; the proportion 

of the sample quadrats that was submerged at least 50% of the time was significantly 

greater between 2011 and 2013 than between 2009 and 2011 (t = 2.73, df = 27, p = 

0.011). 

A total of 81 plant taxa were recorded over the course of the surveys; these were 

mainly common semi-improved grassland species, but there were also a number of 

marsh and aquatic specialists. The dissimilarity of the sampled plant communities 

varied between years (Figure 3.3). The communities were significantly dissimilar 

between 2009 and 2011 (F = 15.63, R
2
 = 0.22, p < 0.001), between 2011 and 2013 (F 

= 2.1, R
2
 = 0.037, p < 0.001), and between 2009 and 2013 (F = 2.18, R

2
 = 0.03, p < 

0.001). Between 2009 and 2011 there were a larger number of plot-scale 

colonisations (299) and extinctions (215), than there were between 2011 and 2013 

(112 colonisations and 189 extinctions). The species richness of the sampled 

communities differed significantly between years F = 6.16, p < 0.001). Species 

richness was significantly higher in 2011 than it was in 2009 (z = 3.77, p < 0.001), 

and was significantly lower in 2012 (z = -3.19, p = 0.007) and 2013 (z = -3.46, p = 

0.003) that it was in 2011 (Figure 3.4A). The beta diversity of the communities at the 

sample plots was equal in 2009 and 2013, but dropped slightly in 2011 (Table 3.1) 

The maximum similarity of the sampled plant communities to a desirable floodplain 

grazing marsh community was marginally significantly different between years (F = 

2.56, p = 0.06). The only significant post-hoc difference between years was between 

2011 and 2013, when the similarity to the target communities decreased (z = -2.78, p 

= 0.03; Figure 3.4B).  

Whole-site species richness was highest in 2011, and lowest in 2009 (Table 3.1). The 

greatest number of new species were present in 2011, when 13 species were 
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identified that were not present in 2009 (Table 3.1), and the greatest number of 

species went extinct from all of the survey quadrats between 2011 and 2013 (Table 

3.1). Only two species colonised at more than one plot between 2009 and 2011 

(Callitriche stagnalis and Plantago lanceolata, at two plots each) (Appendix B.2). In 

2013 eight new species were present (Table 3.1), none of which were present at more 

than three plots. Seven of the 21 species which colonised the sample plots over either 

period were aquatic species, and all of these species colonised the sample plots 

between 2009 and 2011 (Appendix B.2). Eight species became extinct from all of the 

survey quadrats between 2009 and 2011, and 14 species became extinct between 

2011 and 2013. Two of the species which went extinct were aquatic (Appendix B.3).  
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Figure 3.2. Proportion of the area of each study plot that was submerged for at least 

50% of each two year period. Box and whisker plots show the median (bold line), 

interquartile range (box), and range within 1.5 × IQR (whiskers). Outliers are shown 

as circles. 

 

Figure 3.3. Non-metric multidimensional scaling of the plant communities sampled 

on four occasions. Different colours indicate the survey years. 
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Figure 3.4. (A) Species richness at sampled communities over the years. Box and 

whisker plots show the median (bold line), interquartile range (box), and range 

within 1.5 × IQR (whiskers). Outliers are shown as circles. (B) Similarity of the 28 

sampled plant communities to floodplain grazing marsh target community types. The 

score for each sampled community is the maximum number of species that were 

present in the sample that were also present in a floodplain grazing marsh target 

community.  

 

Table 3.1. Species and community characteristics of the pooled survey quadrats over 

three study years. 

Year Total 

species 

richness 

Beta 

diversity 

Number of new species 

(compared to the 2009 

survey) 

Number of extinctions 

(compared to previous 

survey) 

2009 59 3.6 NA NA 

2011 64 3.1 13 8 

2013 60 3.6 10 14 
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Between 2009 and 2011, competitive specialists were significantly more likely to 

colonise or increase in abundance at study plots (Table 3.2), and moisture tolerant 

species were marginally significantly more likely to decrease in abundance (Table 

3.2). All species were significantly more likely to decrease in abundance at plots with 

higher flood exposure (Table 3.2), and there was a significant positive interaction 

between flood exposure and moisture tolerance, indicating that moisture tolerant 

species were likely to perform better in plots with higher flood exposure (Table 3.2).  

Between 2011 and 2013, moisture tolerant species were significantly more likely to 

increase in abundance (Table 3.3), and competitive specialists were significantly 

more likely to decrease in abundance (Table 3.3). All species were significantly more 

likely to decrease in abundance at plots with higher flood exposure (Table 3.3), and 

there was a significant positive interaction between flood exposure and competitive 

specialism, indicating that more competitive species performed better at plots with 

higher flood exposure (Table 3.3).  
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Table 3.2. Cumulative link mixed model of species performance over the period 

2009 to 2011. 

Variable Estimate Standard 

error 

z p 

Competitive specialisation 3.03 1.45 2.09 0.03 

Ruderal specialisation 1.97 1.29 1.53 0.12 

Moisture tolerance -0.25 0.14 -1.76 0.07 

Flood exposure -8.80 1.86 -4.71 <0.001 

Moisture tolerance : Flood 

exposure (interaction) 

1.29 0.27 4.63 <0.001 

 

Table 3.3. Cumulative link mixed model of species performance over the period 

2011 to 2013. 

Variable Estimate Standard 

error 

z p 

Competitive specialisation -1.48 0.71 -2.08 0.03 

Moisture tolerance 0.22 0.1 2.01 0.04 

Flood exposure -3.15 1.5 -2.09 0.03 

Vegetative growth 0.58 0.35 1.64 0.1 

Competitive specialisation : 

Flood exposure 

3.03 1.54 1.97 0.04 

Moisture tolerance : Flood 

exposure 

0.34 0.21 1.58 0.1 

Flood exposure : Vegetative 

growth (interaction) 

-2.83 0.95 -2.95 0.003 
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3.5. Discussion 

Restoration of hydrological connectivity between rivers and floodplains commonly 

does not result in widespread colonisation by novel species, at least over the first ca. 

20 years (Bischoff 2002; Donath et al. 2003; Bissels et al. 2004; Rosenthal 2006; 

Gerard et al. 2008). Colonisation by new species can be limited if environmental 

conditions are not suitable for colonising species to establish (Eriksson et al. 1992). 

At the Fishlake floodplain it is possible that high nutrient levels, resulting from 

agricultural improvement (Donath et al. 2003) or grazing by cattle (Schaich et al. 

2010b; Schaich et al. 2010c), limited the establishment of new species. However, 

many desirable floodplain grazing marsh species have relatively wide environmental 

tolerances (Mountford et al. 2006) and are commonly found in improved, grazed 

grasslands similar to the Fishlake floodplain (Crofts and Jefferson 1999; Hiley et al. 

1998), so it seems more likely that colonisation is limited by low dispersal of new 

species. Colonising propagule densities may be low if there are few suitable source 

populations nearby (Bissels et al. 2004). The River Don and its associated catchment 

are highly modified (Shaw 2012), so patches of floodplain grazing marsh or other 

wetland habitats may be rare in the network (Buijse et al. 2002). Furthermore, any 

existing floodplain patches may be only rarely connected hydrologically to the river, 

thus reducing the chance of dispersal. It is notable that although only a few sample 

plots were colonised by new species, a third of the newly colonising species were 

aquatics. Aquatic taxa such as Callitriche stagnalis, Elodea nuttallii, and 

Potamogeton spp. are readily dispersed by river flow (Santamaría 2002), and can be 

found in open water habitats such as drainage ditches and ponds (Haslam et al. 

1982). These habitat types are likely to be more prevalent in the heavily modified 

Don Catchment than high quality floodplain grazing marsh, which may explain the 

relatively high number of aquatic plants that colonised the sample plots.  

The dispersal of plant propagules by flood events depends partly on the frequency 

and spatial characteristics of flood flow. In contrast to bankside riparian habitats, in 

which flow-mediated dispersal can play an important role in maintaining species 

distributions (Nilsson et al. 1991), floodplains are not continuously connected 

hydrologically to watercourses (Swenson et al. 2003; Reckendorfer et al. 2006), so 

opportunities for dispersal may be less constant. The deposition of propagules by 

flooding can also be spatially patchy, as the greatest numbers are typically deposited 

at strandlines (Vogt et al. 2004) where flood debris accumulates. Strandlines, 

particularly those left after larger flood events, are likely to be located at topographic 

high points. Higher areas are exposed to less frequent flooding, so may not be the 

most suitable areas of habitat for propagules of wet grassland or marsh plants. 

Patchily distributed propagules may eventually be dispersed more evenly over a 

floodplain area, but the delay and resulting desiccation may increase propagule 

mortality (Merritt and Wohl 2006).  

This study showed significant changes in community composition over both study 

periods, despite the limited degree of colonisation by new species. This is consistent 
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with previous findings that floodplain plant communities can respond dynamically to 

changes in environmental conditions over short periods (Toogood et al. 2008; 

Toogood and Joyce 2009). Plant species increased in abundance and colonised 

sample plots locally; either because persistent seedbanks were present (Geertsema et 

al. 2002; Gurnell et al. 2006; Rosenthal 2006), because of short-distance propagule 

dispersal by flood water, wind, or animals (Merritt and Wohl 2006; Rosenthal 2006), 

or because individual plants were able to spread vegetatively (McDonald 2001).  

The performance of plant species depended on the hydrological conditions at each 

sample plot, because the functional traits of some species conferred greater 

competitiveness under dry conditions, while the traits of other species increased 

moisture tolerance (Lenssen et al. 2004). Species that performed well over the drier 

first period of the study had a high score for competitive specialisation, allowing 

them to out-compete species that invested in strategies such moisture tolerance. 

Conversely, moisture tolerant species decreased in abundance, probably because 

under dry conditions their adaptations for moisture tolerance did not confer benefits 

that outweighed the additional costs (Goldberg 1996). However, moisture tolerant 

species performed well at the plots with the largest submerged areas because of their 

competitive advantage under wetter conditions (Goldberg 1996; Lenssen et al. 2004). 

Almost the reverse pattern was observed between 2011 and 2013, as the species 

which performed well over this period were more moisture tolerant, and those which 

performed poorly were competitive specialists (except at the wetter sites). It is likely 

that the higher flood exposure between 2011 and 2013 caused the reversal in 

competitive performance compared to the period 2009 - 2011 (Goldberg 1996; 

Lenssen et al. 2004). The increase in the proportion of the sample plot that was 

submerged for at least 50% of the time was relatively small, but this index of flood 

exposure may disguise more subtle effects. It is likely that it is the shorter-term 

impacts of increased flooding which are likely to correlate with proportional 

submergence, such as the frequency of disturbance events or the duration of soil 

waterlogging, affected plant community composition.  

It is interesting that the beta diversity between the plots did not increase over the 

survey period, because flooding is expected to create habitat heterogeneity, and thus 

variability in community composition (Ward et al. 1999). While the beta diversity 

remained the same, there was a greater interquartile range in both species richness 

and similarity to floodplain grazing marsh in 2013, compared to 2009 (Figure 3.4). 

This suggests that the communities developed along different trajectories depending 

on the hydrological conditions; some became more similar to floodplain grazing 

marsh, while others became very dissimilar. This is unsurprising given the selection 

for different functional traits in wet and dry sample plots. 

Changes in plant community composition are constrained by the available species 

pool (Zobel et al. 1998), so if target species are not able to disperse to a floodplain 

then community composition can only change within certain limits. In the Fishlake 

floodplain it is likely that decreases in species richness, and particularly the loss of 
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some competitive specialist floodplain grazing marsh species, caused the decline in 

similarity to the target of floodplain grazing marsh observed between 2011 and 2013. 

There are probably desirable floodplain grazing marsh species that could have 

tolerated the wetter conditions during 2011 – 2013, as floodplain grazing marsh is a 

broad category that includes both mires and drier, mixed grassland communities 

(Mountford et al. 2006). However, large numbers of moisture-tolerant floodplain 

grazing marsh species did not colonise the sample plots. It is therefore likely that the 

low colonisation rate by novel, desirable species limited the establishment of 

floodplain grazing marsh (McDonald 2001; Bischoff 2002; Bissels et al. 2004). If 

colonisation by desirable floodplain grazing marsh species is not facilitated at 

Fishlake in the future, and relatively wet conditions persist then it is likely that the 

similarity of the plant communities to the target will remain at the same level, or 

could even drop further. Alternatively, if drier years intersperse periods of more 

frequent flooding then similarity to floodplain grazing marsh may return to the level 

reached in 2011. 

 

3.6. Conclusions 

The restoration of hydrological connectivity in floodplains can have a substantial 

effect on plant community composition, and composition can change dynamically 

over short periods, depending on hydrological conditions. The rapid changes in 

community composition observed in this study suggests that floodplain plant 

communities could develop relatively quickly in response to hydrological conditions, 

but the trajectory of change was limited by the lack of floodplain grazing marsh 

species. This study draws attention to the importance of restoring not just the 

physical, structural connectivity between rivers and floodplains, but also the 

functional connectivity between populations of organisms (With et al. 1997; 

Wainwright et al. 2011). To understand functional connectivity it is important to look 

beyond a specific study site and consider the wider distribution of species in the 

landscape, and the dispersal mechanisms of particular species (Tischendorf and 

Fahrig 2000; Bélisle 2005). Future restoration attempts should not assume that target 

species will be able to disperse to a reconnected floodplain, but should consider the 

position of the site in the river catchment, and the connectivity to suitable source 

populations. 
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4. European water voles in a reconnected lowland river 

floodplain: habitat preferences and distribution patterns 

following the restoration of flooding 

This chapter investigates an ecological implication of restoring hydrological 

connectivity in floodplains, specifically, the impacts on the presence and distribution 

of European water voles (Arvicola terrestris). Water voles provide biodiversity and 

cultural ecosystem services, as they are of high conservation interest in the United 

Kingdom and are popular with the general public. The Fishlake restoration project 

aimed to improve existing habitats and provide additional areas suitable for water 

voles, and ensure that the restoration had no negative impact on the population that 

was resident prior to restoration (Chapter 2).  

This study made use of baseline data on the water vole population at Fishlake to 

assess changes in the distribution of the species following restored hydrological 

connectivity. To inform future management of floodplains for water voles, the 

habitat preferences of the species were characterised using six hydrological and 

vegetation characteristics. This study has been accepted for publication in Wetlands 

Ecology and Management, and is presented in this thesis as it will be published. The 

sections have been re-numbered and text has been formatted for consistency with the 

thesis, and all references can be found in the general references section. Water vole 

presence/ absence data and environmental explanatory variables can be found in 

Appendix F.2 on the accompanying CD.  
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4.1. Abstract 

Water voles have suffered large population declines in the United Kingdom due to 

habitat degradation and predation by invasive American mink. Habitat restoration of 

floodplain wetlands could help to reverse this decline, but the detailed habitat 

preferences of water voles in these environments have not been well studied, and the 

impacts of restoration practices on water vole populations are not known. This study 

investigated the habitat preferences of water voles in a reconnected lowland river 

floodplain. The results show that water voles preferred wider water bodies, and taller 

and more diverse vegetation. The impact of flooding on water voles was also 

investigated by comparing their occurrence between two survey periods which were 

separated by large flood events, and by comparing distribution patterns before and 

after restoration. Contrary to previous reports, there was no observed negative impact 

of flood events on the water vole distribution, which has slightly expanded since the 

floodplain was reconnected to the river in 2009. Overall this study demonstrates that 

restored wetlands can provide suitable habitat for water voles, and provides guidance 

on some of the factors which should be considered when designing floodplains for 

water vole conservation. 

 

4.2. Introduction  

The European water vole (Arvicola amphibius) is a species of high conservation 

interest in the United Kingdom (UK), as it has suffered a sustained population 

decline since prehistory (JNCC 2008). The population is estimated to have declined 

by 99.9% since the Bronze Age (Jefferies 2003), and more recently, in a national 

survey of the UK, almost 70% of sites which were occupied when surveyed during 

1989 - 1990 were unoccupied when resurveyed in 1996 - 1998 (Jefferies 2003). This 

decline has been due to the loss of suitable habitat, exacerbated in recent years by an 

increase in predation pressure from the invasive American mink (Mustela vision) 

(Woodroffe et al. 1990; Barreto et al. 1998a; Macdonald and Strachan 1999). Water 

voles occur in most freshwater habitats (Strachan and Jefferies 1993), but the loss of 

floodplain wetlands may have been particularly damaging to the species (Barreto et 

al. 1998a). Floodplains have undergone extensive declines due to river impoundment 

and land drainage; it is estimated that 90% of the major rivers in Europe no longer 

support natural floodplain wetlands (Malmqvist and Rundle 2002; Tockner and 

Stanford 2002). 

The loss of floodplain wetlands may have had a greater impact on water voles than 

the loss of river and stream habitats because of the interacting effect of mink 

predation. It has been shown that healthy water vole populations can survive in 

wetlands despite the presence of mink, suggesting that these habitats may provide 

refuges from predation (Macdonald et al. 2002; Carter and Bright 2003). This may be 

because wetlands are difficult for mink to travel in, making foraging more costly 

than it is in other habitats (Macpherson and Bright 2010a). If wetlands enable water 
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voles to survive predation then restoring these habitats is likely to be a more 

sustainable conservation strategy than attempting to control mink through culling 

(Barreto et al. 1998a; Barreto et al. 1998b).  

Historical river impoundment and land drainage have isolated many floodplains from 

adjacent river channels, causing degradation of their associated wetlands (Jungwirth 

et al. 2002; Brandolin et al. 2012). Restoration practices commonly involve 

removing or lowering flood defences, thus reconnecting the floodplain with the river 

(Fischenich and Morrow 2000; Florsheim and Mount 2002; Breithaupt and 

Khangaonkar 2011). This restored flooding creates a mosaic of habitats (Ward et al. 

1999; Buijse et al. 2002), including some that are known to be suitable for water 

voles; such as standing water, marsh and bankside terrestrial habitats (Strachan and 

Jefferies 1993). However, it is not clear whether all component floodplain habitat 

types are equally suitable for water voles. Whilst habitat preferences of water voles 

have been well studied in rivers and streams (Lawton and Woodroffe 1991; Barreto 

et al. 1998a; Aars et al. 2001; Telfer et al. 2001; Bonesi et al. 2002), wetland studies 

have been fewer, and have focused on habitat selection at the landscape scale 

(Strachan and Jefferies 1993; Macdonald et al. 2002), so only have analysed 

relatively broad habitat characteristics such as patch size and adjacent land use. 

Additionally, wetland studies have not investigated the impact of hydrological 

variability on habitat preferences. Hydrology is of particular importance in relation to 

restoration projects as the frequency and magnitude of flooding are altered by 

floodplain reconnection, and can be predicted and controlled by the design of the 

flood bank breaches (Fischenich and Morrow 2000; Hammersmark et al. 2005).  

Previous studies of water vole habitat preferences in river and stream networks have 

considered associations with some hydrological variables. For example, 

measurements have been made of stream depth, width and flow velocity  (Aars et al. 

2001; Telfer et al. 2001; Bonesi et al. 2002; Chen 2010), and flow features, channel 

features, and substrate characteristics have been counted and classified (Barreto et al. 

1998a). Whilst the findings of these studies have some application to floodplain 

wetlands, watercourse networks can be very different in structure compared to 

floodplain wetlands. Rivers and streams provide linear strips of habitat often 

bordered by steep banks, whereas wetlands commonly provide wider habitat patches 

made up of nonlinear water bodies that vary in their connectivity to the river and 

degree of water level variability (Tockner et al. 1999; Carter and Bright 2003). 

Moreover, the hydrological measurements made in previous studies represented 

single points in time, so did not account for the temporal variation that can be 

present, particularly in wetlands that flood periodically. Water level fluctuations are 

considered to have a negative impact on habitat suitability for water voles (Strachan 

et al. 2011), and there have been reports of large flood events causing mortality or 

displacement from burrows (Halliwell and Macdonald 1996; Macpherson et al. 2003; 

Moorhouse et al. 2009). However, whilst one study in a reedbed included some water 
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level monitoring (Hardman and Harris 2010), none have investigated the impact of 

hydrological variability on habitat suitability for water voles.  

Here, the habitat preferences of water voles within a restored floodplain are analysed 

using presence data recorded over two summer seasons. Probability of presence is 

modelled as a function of six environmental variables, including four hydrological 

factors drawn from a time series of water level measurements. This study system 

allows further investigation of the impacts of hydrological variability on water voles. 

Several flood events occurred between the two survey periods, allowing us to 

consider the impact of flooding on water vole site occupancy. Baseline data collected 

prior to the restoration project also provide a rare opportunity to consider the longer-

term impact of floodplain reconnection on water voles. The objectives of this paper 

are to (1) analyse the habitat preferences of water voles in a floodplain wetland, and 

(2) discuss the longer-term implications of hydrological restoration on floodplain 

water voles.  

 

4.3. Materials and methods 

4.3.1. Study site 

The Fishlake wetlands are a 0.8 km
2
 area of lowland river floodplain located in South 

Yorkshire in the United Kingdom (Figure 4.1A). The site lies adjacent to the River 

Don and is part of the Humberhead Levels, a region that historically contained 

extensive floodplains (Van De Noort 2000), and has recently been awarded funding 

for landscape-scale conservation and ecological restoration as a part of a national 

scheme (Natural England 2013). The floodplain at Fishlake has been used as a flood 

storage area during extremely high flows since it was embanked and drained in 1943, 

and some standing water has always been present in the form of drainage ditches and 

ponds. The flood defence banks were lowered by approximately 1.5 m at two 

locations in 2009, and a culvert connecting the river to a floodplain pond was added 

in 2011. These bank breaches were put in place to increase the connectivity between 

the river and the floodplain, and overbank flooding now occurs at least thirty-six 

times a year, compared to between zero and twelve times a year previously (Hiley et 

al. 2008). The River Don in this area is tidal although not brackish, therefore 

flooding occurs at spring tides as well as during high river flows (Hiley et al. 2008). 

A mink scat was found adjacent to the site in September 2011, and other water vole 

predators such as red fox (Vulpes vulpes), common kestrel (Falco tinnunculus) and 

grey heron (Ardea cinerea) were observed at the site over the study period. 
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Figure 4.1. (a) (Inset) Location of the study in the UK marked by a filled black circle. 

(b) (Main) Locations of survey rafts within the Fishlake floodplain. Water extent 

including the River Don is indicated by grey shading. Flood defence banks are 

indicated by solid black lines. Raft locations are indicated by open black circles. 

 

4.3.2. Water vole occurrence at artificial floating platforms  

The presence or absence of water voles was established using 0.25 m
2
 plywood and 

polystyrene survey rafts. These floating platforms provided feeding and latrine sites, 

which were used by water voles resident in the area (Hardman and Harris 2010). 

Thirty-four rafts were placed at randomly selected locations along all water bodies 

across the study site, at least two metres from the water’s edge (Figure 4.1B). The 

river itself was not monitored during this survey due to limited access, and because it 

was not expected to provide suitable habitat; the banks are more than 20 m apart and 

the water level fluctuates by at least two metres twice daily (Bonesi et al. 2002; 

Strachan et al. 2011). Survey rafts were deployed for one week and then checked for 

field signs on four occasions at one week intervals between September and October 

in 2011. This procedure was repeated in 2012. Water vole droppings and feeding 

remains are highly distinctive; only juvenile field signs, which are rarely found in 

separate locations from adult signs, may be easily confused with those of other 

species (Strachan et al 2011). Any adult droppings and feeding remains present 

during a visit were recorded and then removed from the raft. 
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4.3.3. Habitat characterisation 

Vegetation height was measured near each raft position, at six locations spaced at 1 

m intervals along a transect running perpendicular to the bank. Height was measured 

by dropping a 30 cm diameter polystyrene disc onto the vegetation and measuring 

the distance between where the disc came to rest and the ground (Stammel et al. 

2003). A 20 m radius around each survey raft was used to calculate additional habitat 

characteristics, as this corresponded to a 40 m stretch of a linear water course, 

approximating a water vole’s daily home range in marsh habitat (Moorhouse and 

Macdonald 2005). Plant taxa present in the water and bankside area (on land within 3 

m from the water’s edge) were recorded in the vicinity of each raft in September 

2012. Taxa were identified to species level except in the case of sward grasses (all 

grasses except reed sweet-grass Glyceria maxima, which is a large, reed-like 

species), and the relative abundance of each species was estimated using the DAFOR 

scale (Brodie 1985). Water voles are generalist herbivores so are likely to feed on, 

and use for cover, the majority of the species present at a site (Strachan and Jefferies 

1993). Simpson’s diversity index was calculated for the plant community sampled at 

each site (Krebs 1999), using the vegan package for R (Oksanen et al. 2012) in order 

to quantify the wider range of foraging opportunities and better cover that may be 

provided by more diverse vegetation (Lawton and Woodroffe 1991). Plant taxa 

received separate DAFOR scores where they were present both within water bodies 

and on land (i.e. they were recorded as separate taxa), in order to distinguish the 

structural evenness of habitats with aquatic, emergent and bankside vegetation. 

The extent, depth and location of floodplain water bodies were mapped using a novel 

method developed for the Fishlake study site. Shoreline coordinates around each 

water body were recorded using a global positioning system (GPS) during a site 

walkover, approximately once every two weeks between 04/05/2011 and 16/10/2012. 

These points were then cross-referenced with a high-resolution digital elevation 

model (DEM) (scale: 1 pixel = 0.0625 m
2
) derived from UK Environment Agency-

supplied airborne light detection and ranging (LIDAR) data, and survey data 

collected using a Leica TCRP1205 robotic theodolite and electronic distance meter. 

This cross-referencing process generated a number of estimated heights of the water 

level on each occasion. The site was divided into topographically separate hydrologic 

units, and the water level within each section was defined as the mean of the water 

level height estimates that were recorded within it. All areas lower than these mean 

values were then classified as being underwater. This procedure provided a series of 

measurements of the depth and extent of standing water between 04/05/2011 and 

16/10/2012.  

The topographic and water level data were combined within a geographic 

information system (GIS). The area within a 20 m radius of each survey raft was 

again used to calculate the hydrological habitat characteristics. The maximum wetted 

width and water depth within the 1256 m
2
 area surrounding each raft was calculated 
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as the median of the water level measurements recorded over the two summer 

periods (May-October in each year, n = 24).  

To provide an index of water level variability, the range in water depth at each raft 

site (maximum-minimum) was calculated across all of the temporal water level 

records (n=38). To assess the impact of water level variation at a finer temporal 

resolution, the largest increase in water depth between two consecutive 

measurements, calculated over the entire water level monitoring period (n=38), was 

used as an indicator of cumulative flood magnitude over each 2 week period. 

 

4.3.4. Water vole distribution before and after restoration 

Water voles were present in this study system before the restoration work was 

initiated. A survey carried out in 2008 (one year before restoration) by the local 

Wildlife Trust established presence using a field sign search within and around 

(within 3 m of) all water bodies, supplemented in some areas by the use of artificial 

survey rafts. Unfortunately, the locations of survey rafts yielding no field signs were 

not always recorded, but positive results can still be used to map the known 

distribution of water voles at the time of the survey. 

A similar hand search for field signs was carried out in 2011, allowing some 

comparison of the water vole distribution across the whole floodplain before and 

after reconnection with the river. The effort invested in the 2008 and 2011 surveys 

was comparable; two experienced surveyors searched continuously in all bankside 

and aquatic habitats at a slow walking pace. 

 

4.3.5. Data analysis 

The proportion of survey visits to a raft when water vole field signs were found was 

used as the indicator of habitat preference. It was not always possible to survey every 

raft, as some came loose and were either lost or moved far from their original 

location. The activity of water voles at the raft locations was modelled as a binomial 

proportion in a generalised linear model (GLM), weighted to take account of 

differences in survey effort (the number of successful surveys), against habitat 

characteristics. Candidate predictor variables were compared pairwise using 

Pearson’s correlation coefficient to quantify possible confoundment between habitat 

variables. 

The maximal model including all six habitat characteristics was simplified through a 

backwards stepwise procedure using Akaike’s Information Criterion, corrected for 

small sample sizes (AICc), to compare the models at each stage (Burnham and 

Anderson 2002). The proportion of the error variation explained by the model was 

assessed using the likelihood ratio R-squared (Menard 2000). Map processing was 
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carried out using ArcMap 10 (ESRI 2011) and the raster package for R (Hijmans and 

van Etten 2012), and all statistical analyses were performed in R 2.15. (R Core 

Development Team 2012).  An alpha value of 0.05 was used to evaluate the 

significance of statistical tests throughout this study. 

 

4.4. Results 

4.4.1. Habitat characterisation 

The water bodies sampled were generally still-water, although some flowed 

periodically during flood events. They varied in configuration from extensive pools 

to linear drainage ditches, and from highly vegetated marshes dominated by 

emergent G. maxima to more open water bodies dominated by aquatic vegetation. 

Water body width was significantly positively correlated with water depth (Pearson’s 

r = 0.45, t = 2.84, df = 32, p = 0.007), range in water depth (Pearson’s r = 0.42, t = 

4.99, df = 32, p < 0.001), and largest flood magnitude (Pearson’s r = 0.64, t = 4.72, 

df = 32, p < 0.001). Range in water depth was also significantly positively correlated 

with largest flood magnitude (Pearson’s r = 0.97, t = 22.53, df = 32, p < 0.001). 

These correlations were not unexpected, but as these variables have different 

potential ecological impacts on water voles, all were included in the maximal model.  

Water levels within the floodplain varied over time. The summer of 2011 was 

characterised by low water levels, whilst a slightly higher level was maintained 

throughout the rest of the period (Figure 4.2). The water level on the site was slightly 

higher in the 2012 survey period (the mean level on the north bank was 2.37 m and 

on the south was 2.41 m) than during the 2011 surveys (the mean level on the north 

bank was 2.04 m, and on the south was at 2.24 m), and in both years some flooding 

occurred between water vole surveys, therefore raising the water level. Several large 

floods occurred in May and July 2012 on both sides of the river, although water 

levels on the northern bank tended to be higher due to the design and position of the 

flood bank breaches, and the efficiency of drainage (Figure 4.2). Additional large 

floods occurred in the winter of 2012, after the end of the water vole survey period. 

For reference, a water level of 4 m is enough to flood the entire site, leaving 

continuous stretches of water and only a few islands of terrestrial habitat within the 

flood banks shown in Figure 4.1.  
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Figure 4.2. Water level in floodplain wetlands on the northern (black dashed line) 

and southern (grey solid line) banks of the River Don, measured at two week 

intervals over 18 months. At a water level of 4 m (light grey dashed line) most of the 

study area within the flood defence banks is underwater. Water vole survey periods 

are indicated by grey shaded areas. 

 

4.4.2. Habitat preferences 

Water voles were found on both sides of the river, at 8 sites in 2011, and at 8 sites in 

2012 (Figure 4.3). There was consistency in site occupancy between the 2 years, with 

6 sites occupied in both 2011 and 2012. It is not surprising that there was some 

change in site occupancy between years, as water vole populations can show high 

rates of turnover (Aars et al. 2001; Telfer et al. 2001). Therefore the results of the 2 

years were pooled for model construction, with proportional activity calculated over 

all successful survey visits (maximum number of successful visits = 8). Analysis of 

the two years separately produced comparable results to the pooled analysis. 

The maximal model fitted to these data was simplified to one comprising four 

parameters; mean vegetation height, plant diversity, water body width, and flood 

magnitude (Table 4.1). The likelihood ratio R-squared for the final model was 0.48. 

The probability of water voles being present increased significantly with vegetation 

height, plant diversity, and water body width (Table 4.2). The probability of presence 

of water voles decreased with increasing flood magnitude, but the effect of this factor 

was only marginally significant (Table 4.2). 
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4.4.3. Temporal changes in water vole distribution 

The number of sites occupied did not change between the two years (Figure 4.3), 

despite the flood events that submerged the study area during 2012 (Figure 4.2). 

Additionally, the field signs mapped during hand searches showed little change in 

distribution between 2008 and 2011, although there was a possible, albeit subtle sign 

of expansion into a new area of the floodplain (Figure 4.4). There may also have 

been subtle range contraction in the drainage ditches that are adjacent to the restored 

floodplain area (Figure 4.4). Given the known stochasticity of water vole site 

occupancy, and the precision of the survey method, however, it is not possible to 

attribute this slight difference between years to habitat restoration. 

 

Figure 4.3. Presence/ absence of water voles at survey rafts within the Fishlake 

floodplain over two years. Water extent including the River Don is indicated by grey 

shading. Flood defence banks are indicated by solid black lines. Presence of water 

voles at each raft location is indicated by the filling of half of the open circle. A filled 

left hand side of the open circle indicates presence in 2011, a filled right hand side 

indicates presence in 2012. 
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4.5. Discussion 

The water voles in the study floodplain showed preferences for wider water bodies, 

taller vegetation, and greater plant diversity. These preferences are similar to those 

observed in rivers, streams, and drainage ditches (Lawton and Woodroffe 1991; 

Barreto et al. 1998a; Aars et al. 2001; Telfer et al. 2001; Bonesi et al. 2002; Chen 

2010), and the presence of water voles in this floodplain is consistent with the 

hypothesis that wetlands can provide the species with good quality habitat (Barreto et 

al. 1998b; Carter and Bright, 2003). Previous studies have focused on the value of 

wetland habitats such as reedbeds in providing cover from predators, specifically 

mink (Carter and Bright 2003; Macpherson and Bright 2010a). However, water vole 

habitat preferences are driven by their basic requirements for shelter and forage, and 

their sensitivity to disturbance from larger animals, as well as their sensitivity to 

predation (Strachan and Jefferies 1993; Strachan et al. 2011). It is therefore likely 

that the habitat characteristics selected by water voles in this floodplain wetland 

provide them with a combination of benefits. 

Water voles are generalist herbivores that require large amounts of vegetation 

(Strachan and Jefferies, 1993; Moorhouse et al. 2008). A greater density of plant 

biomass, as indicated by taller vegetation (Redjadj et al. 2012), should allow more 

efficient resource collection because the time spent travelling between forage patches 

should be reduced. Water voles forage in emergent wetland vegetation, or on land 

close to the water’s edge (Lawton and Woodroffe 1991; Macdonald and Strachan 

1999; Moorhouse et al 2008). Wider water bodies can therefore provide a greater 

area of suitable habitat within the same distance from the burrow, provided that there 

is sufficient cover and forage present in the centre of the water body. This should 

allow water voles living in wider water bodies to forage more efficiently by reducing 

their travel time. However, water voles do not regularly travel large distances in 

search of food (Sah 1998; Moorhouse and Macdonald 2005) and the resource 

environment for grazing herbivores is expected to be continuous rather than patchy 

(Senft et al. 1987), so the gains in foraging efficiency alone may be marginal. Greater 

plant diversity may provide foraging benefits for water voles because a varied diet 

can better provide the required nutrients and encourage an increased rate of grazing 

(Provenza et al. 2009). 

 The habitat preferences of water voles can also be affected by interactions with other 

species such as cattle. Areas with tall vegetation are likely to have experienced less 

cattle grazing, which is likely to be beneficial for water voles because heavy 

trampling can destroy burrows (Macdonald and Strachan 1999), and physical 

disturbance by grazers can interfere with foraging (Barnard 1980). Avoidance of 

cattle may also be easier in wider water bodies, as cattle avoid aquatic habitats 

(Ballard and Krueger 2005) and do not venture far from the bank when drinking 

(Daniel Richards, personal observation). 



70 

 

Water voles have many predators (Forman 2005), and it has been proposed that 

wetland habitats may offer some protection from predation (Carter and Bright 2003; 

Macpherson and Bright 2010a). Tall vegetation may provide cover from raptors 

because it presents a visual barrier when viewed from above (Korpimäki 1985; 

Aschwanden et al. 2005). Preferences for diverse vegetation could also be driven by 

the risk of aerial predation, as variation in plant form and leaf type could be expected 

to provide better protection. Such structural diversity in vegetation was not measured 

directly in this study, but has previously been shown to be preferred by water voles 

(Lawton and Woodroffe 1991). The combination of tall and diverse wetland 

vegetation can also present a locomotive barrier to mustelids such as mink 

(Macpherson and Bright 2010a). This barrier may deter mink from foraging in tall, 

diverse vegetation if adjacent habitats provide more suitable opportunities, and 

similar barriers have been shown to slow down predators when they are in pursuit 

(Wywialowski 1987). Wider water bodies may also provide greater protection from 

predators; it is known that mink forage more frequently at the edges of reedbeds than 

they do in the centre (Macpherson and Bright 2010b), and large expanses of water 

can deter terrestrial predators such as red fox (Lokemoen and Woodward 1992). As 

discussed previously, wider water bodies provide the required area of suitable 

foraging habitat within a shorter distance from the burrow, thus reducing the distance 

to shelter. 

 Wider water bodies in this sample tended to be deeper, which may be beneficial for 

water voles because diving is a common predator evasion technique (Woodroffe et 

al. 1990; Macpherson et al. 2003). It is likely that wide, deep water bodies are more 

permanent, and therefore provide habitat more consistently throughout the year. This 

would mean that resident water voles are less likely to be forced to disperse due to 

lack of water. Another component of hydrological variability is the magnitude of 

increases in water level. Large increases in water level are expected to have a 

negative impact on habitat suitability because these events can cause burrow 

networks to flood, which in turn can cause displacement of individuals into 

unfamiliar habitats, chilling, and an increased risk of predation (Strachan et al. 2011; 

Macdonald and Strachan 1999). In this study there was a suggestion that occurrence 

of water voles became less likely as flood magnitude increased. However, this effect 

was only marginally significant in the final model, possibly because flood magnitude 

was confounded by water body width. The variation in flood magnitude observed 

was substantial (Table 4.1) but relatively small when compared to variation between 

different watercourses (Poff et al. 1997; Sparks et al. 1998). It could be that at this 

scale of variation the benefits provided by wider water bodies are greater than the 

risks associated with increasing water level variability.  
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Figure 4.4. Locations of water vole field signs found during hand searches before and 

after floodplain reconnection. Water extent including the River Don is indicated by 

grey shading. Flood defence banks are indicated by solid black lines. Field signs 

found in 2008 are indicated by light grey filled circles, field signs found in 2011 are 

indicated by dark grey filled circles. 

There was no evidence of any change in site occupancy or distribution between 

different years. The same number of sites was occupied in 2011 and 2012, despite 

flood events that left the floodplain submerged for several days. Additionally, there 

was no noticeable change in distribution pattern between the field signs recorded 

before and two years after restoration, despite the increase in flooding following 

reconnection. This information is limited but the pattern observed is in contrast with 

previously documented flood events. Macpherson et al. (2003) report that flooding of 

a similar scale, causing complete submersion of a reedbed wetland, “devastated” the 

local water vole population, leaving no sampling transects occupied. Additionally, a 

flood event in a lowland river system caused mortality of almost 90% and resulted in 

the failure of a reintroduction attempt (Moorhouse et al. 2009). A better 

understanding of the individual responses of water voles to flooding would help to 

assess why floods in some situations are more damaging than in others. However, 

there are some characteristics of the study site and hydrological regime that could 

explain this finding and inform the design of future floodplain reconnection projects. 

At Fishlake there are water bodies adjacent to the reconnected floodplain area 

(Figure 4.1) which provide good water vole habitat, and are known to be occupied 

(Figure 4.4). These water bodies are protected from flooding by unbreached flood 

defence embankments, and are only a short distance from some of the floodplain 
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water bodies where water voles are present. It is therefore possible that these 

sheltered pools and ditches with more stable water levels may provide temporary 

refuges for water voles when water levels within the floodplain area are high and 

variable (Strachan et al. 2011). The man-made island in the vicinity of the water vole 

population on the north side of the river (Figure 4.1) could perform a similar function 

as a refuge (Strachan et al. 2011). Future design of floodplains for water vole 

conservation should consider the likely timing of flood events. Previous studies have 

reported negative impacts of winter (Macpherson et al. 2003) and spring (Moorhouse 

et al. 2009) flood events, although at Fishlake large floods occurred without any 

noticeable impact in both the summer and winter. However, as a general rule it could 

be expected that any negative impacts of flooding should be greatest in the autumn, 

when it is vital for juveniles to attain a certain weight (Strachan and Jefferies 1993), 

and in the winter, when water voles are less active (Leuze 1976). 

 

4.6. Conclusions 

The restored floodplain at Fishlake provides suitable habitat for water voles, and 

habitat preferences within the floodplain are comparable to those observed in rivers 

and streams. There is the potential for flooding to disrupt water vole populations, but 

in this case there was no observed negative impact following floodplain 

reconnection. Management of floodplain wetlands for water voles should aim to 

provide wide water bodies with, tall, diverse vegetation. It may also be appropriate to 

provide adjacent, non-flooding water bodies and islands as refuge areas during flood 

events, and to limit the extent of flooding at times of the year when water voles may 

be more vulnerable. 

 

  



73 

 

5. The aesthetic impact of dragonflies and debris on 

recreational experiences in a floodplain wetland 

This chapter investigates the ways that human behaviour can be managed to impact 

the ecosystem services that people receive, specifically, the quality of their 

recreational experiences. Recreational experiences are a key ecosystem service that 

floodplain wetlands can provide, particularly in urbanised and agricultural 

floodplains where opportunities for people to interact with nature are rare. Improving 

and encouraging public access to the floodplain were specific targets of the Fishlake 

restoration project. This study used data collected in part of the Fishlake floodplain 

to analyse the impacts of two habitat components (odonates and debris) on 

recreational experiences. Odonates and debris are commonly found in floodplain 

habitats, and both of these components are likely to be affected by hydrological 

reconnection. Odonate larvae require permanent standing water, and the adults 

require wetland environments and their associated vegetation. Restoring hydrological 

connectivity is likely to increase the area of these habitats in a floodplain. Debris 

items are commonly carried in rivers (Figure 5.1) so can be deposited on floodplains 

by floods. Increasing the frequency of flood events is likely to increase the 

deposition of debris. 

 

Figure 5.1. Debris items observed in five minute periods in the River Don at Fishlake 

on 58 occasions during 2011-2013. At Fishlake, flooding is largely driven by tidal 

influences, so most flood events occur when the river is backing up due to a tidal 

surge, thus appearing to flow upstream. The number of debris items in the river 

during upstream flow is significantly higher than during downstream flow (see 

Appendix C.1 for methods and results of the statistical test). Box and whisker plots 

show the median (bold line), interquartile range (box), and range within 1.5 × IQR 

(whiskers). Outliers are shown as circles.  
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This study analysed the net impact of the odonates and debris items that people 

noticed on their recreational experience. The study modelled spatial variation in the 

quality of these experiences at a fine resolution. This understanding could be applied 

practically to inform the design of footpath routes or wildlife viewing sites, and the 

framework presented could be generalised to other systems. This study has been 

prepared for submission to the Journal of Environmental Management, and is 

presented in this thesis in the form of the manuscript. The sections have been re-

numbered and text has been formatted for consistency with the thesis, and all 

references can be found in the general references section. The dataset used in this 

chapter; including odonate abundances, debris quantities, and environmental 

explanatory variables, can be found in Appendix F.3 on the accompanying CD.  
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5.1. Abstract 

Recreational experiences in natural environments are largely affected by the habitat 

components that people interact with, for example the physical features and 

organisms that they see. This interaction between people and habitat components is 

rarely considered in analyses of recreational experiences. In this study we consider a 

three-stage framework that describes the interaction between habitats and people. 

This framework considers the distribution of habitat components in the environment, 

the proportion of the available components that visitors notice, and the net impact of 

multiple components on the quality of the recreational experience. A recreational 

experience model based on these three factors was created for a case study lowland 

river floodplain, and was used to estimate visitor exposure to a combination of 

positive habitat components (dragonflies and damselflies) and negative components 

(natural and man-made debris). The experience model provided an index of net 

experience quality that showed spatial variation across the study floodplain. This 

analysis highlighted areas that would deliver positive experiences to visitors, in such 

detail that the results could inform the design of footpath routes, signage, or wildlife 

viewing sites. The experience modelling framework presented in this study could be 

applied to different habitat types and larger numbers of habitat components. The 

results of a sensitivity analysis indicated that the interaction between people and 

habitat components was a key part of the experience process, and that neglecting the 

noticeability (observation rate) of habitat components during modelling resulted in 

considerably different patterns in the spatial distribution of experiences. 

 

5.2. Highlights 

 A model of recreational experience quality was developed in a floodplain. 

 The distribution of odonates and debris, their noticeability to visitors, and 

visitor preferences for these components, was modelled to calculate a net 

recreational balance. 

 The model was used to predict spatial variation in recreational experience 

quality that could be used to design footpaths or wildlife viewing sites. 

 The noticeability of odonates and debris was the most important component 

of the model; removing this component greatly influenced the management 

recommendations. 
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5.3. Introduction 

Recreational experiences are a key ecosystem service that habitats can provide 

(Plieninger et al. 2013), so it is important to understand the impacts of habitat 

management on these experiences (Christie et al. 2007; McCool 2008). Previous 

studies of recreational ecosystem services have focused on identifying components 

of habitats, such as organisms and physical features that people desire to experience 

(Westerberg et al. 2010). An understanding of people’s desired experiences can 

inform environmental management objectives at a general level (Bullock et al. 1998; 

Christie et al. 2007; Smyth et al. 2009), but does not necessarily allow decision 

makers to determine the best way to implement these objectives. For example, 

preference studies can be used to make recommendations that might improve 

recreational experiences, such as increasing the number of species that visitors see 

(Naidoo and Adamowicz 2005), or improving visitor access to facilities (Christie et 

al. 2007). However, to design on-the-ground management interventions that deliver 

these aims, a more detailed understanding is required; habitat managers must know 

how to increase visitor exposure to species, or access to facilities. It is therefore 

important to understand how visitors interact with components of a habitat, and how 

this interaction affects their experience of it. 

Visitor recreational experiences can be affected by a range of factors, but in this 

study we focus on the impacts that physical and ecological habitat components can 

have on experience quality. We analysed these impacts using a three stage 

framework that describes the delivery of recreational experiences from habitat 

components to people. First, the potential experience that a habitat could provide is 

determined by the physical and biological components that are present there (Haines-

Young and Potschin 2007; Bastian et al. 2012). Second, a visitor will only 

experience a proportion of this potential, depending on the area that they visit, the 

timing and duration of their visit, their awareness of the habitat and the components 

that might be present in it, and the relative crypsis of the components that are present 

(Hull and Stewart 1995; Hughes and Newsome 2005; Naidoo and Adamowicz 2005). 

Third, particular habitat components will impact visitor experiences differently. 

Some will be positive (i.e. will enhance the quality of the experience), and some will 

be negative (i.e. will reduce it), and the net balance of all components that are 

noticed by the visitor will determine the quality of the experience provided 

(Chenoweth and Gobster 1990; Bullock et al. 1998; Dorwart et al. 2009).  

Typically, previous research has not considered all three factors in the experience 

process, and in particular has neglected the relationship between what is present in 

the environment, and what people notice. Research has focused on characterising 

visitor preferences for habitat components (Hanley et al. 1998; Hoehn et al. 2003; 

Birol and Cox 2007; Westerberg et al. 2010; Kenter et al. 2011), and has commonly 

used choice experiments to measure these preferences (Adamowicz et al. 1994; 

Hanley, Wright, et al. 1998). Some studies have integrated preference information 

with records of what people experience in the environment, for example through the 
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use of on-site surveys, visitor employed photography (Dorwart et al. 2009; Nielsen et 

al. 2012), stakeholder mapping exercises (Fagerholm et al. 2012; Plieninger et al. 

2013), or by integrating preference studies with field data recorded from the 

perspective of a visitor (Naidoo 2004; Naidoo and Adamowicz 2005). These 

methods can tell decision makers which habitat components people notice, and 

which are most desirable. However, they do not provide insights into the 

mechanisms that underlie the delivery of experiences from habitats to people. For 

example, in a study of forest recreational experiences it is not clear whether 

participants took more photographs of “negative” dead wood items than “positive” 

dead wood (Nielsen et al. 2012) because there were more examples present, because 

the examples were more noticeable, or because the items provoked a stronger 

participant response. To understand how manipulation of a habitat may affect 

recreational experiences, it is important to distinguish between the relative 

importance of ecological factors (e.g. total species richness) compared to human 

behavioural factors (e.g. trail routes, presence of guides, hide infrastructure) in 

affecting the visitor experience (Naidoo and Adamowicz 2005). 

Previous studies have not integrated the three stages of the experience process; 

commonly because peoples recreational experiences have not been linked to what is 

present in the environment. This study demonstrates a framework for considering; 

(1) the relationships between ecological and physical factors and the distribution of 

two habitat components, (2) the noticeability of these habitat components to visitors, 

and (3) the relative preferences that people have for the habitat components. We 

apply this framework to model recreational experiences in a floodplain wetland case 

study. Floodplains are an important recreational resource (Gren et al. 1995), and are 

commonly managed to enhance their recreational potential. Among the habitat 

components that are often present in floodplains, we analysed one positive and one 

negative component. Odonates (dragonflies and damselflies) and debris items 

(including both natural and man-made debris) were chosen as examples of positive 

and negative habitat components respectively, because they were expected to have 

contrasting impacts on visitor experiences and were known to be consistently present 

at the study site. The experiences of the authors at the chosen study site and informal 

discussions with local residents indicated that debris items were generally perceived 

negatively by visitors, and the presence of odonates at the study site was known and 

popular. A dragonfly is used in the logo of a popular local walking route: the Thorne 

Round Walk. Additionally, odonates and debris do not typically move rapidly over 

large distances, and these components vary in their spatial distributions at a fine 

spatial scale (within metres).Visitor exposure to these habitat components was 

therefore likely to vary depending on their location in the study floodplain. These 

small-scale habitat components contrast with larger, more noticeable habitat 

components, such as cattle or wetland birds, which are likely to be equally noticeable 

from most points in the floodplain. Visitor exposure to larger components may 

however vary across larger spatial scales, such as between floodplain wetlands. Adult 

odonates are distinctive wetland organisms (Brooks and Lewington 1997), and are 
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attractive and popular, both with wildlife enthusiasts and in wider culture (Simaika 

and Samways 2008; Lemelin 2007; Lemelin 2009). Debris accumulation is common 

in lowland floodplains because buoyant items are brought in by flooding (Williams 

and Simmons 1999). Both natural (e.g. wood or vegetation) and man-made (e.g. food 

or drink containers) debris items are known to negatively impact the visitor 

experience in coastal (Tudor and Williams 2003) and riverine (Williams and 

Simmons 1999) habitats. 

Management of recreational experiences can involve manipulating the spatial 

location of visitors to alter their interaction with habitats, for example by altering 

footpath routes, adding boardwalks, or building wildlife viewing platforms (Orams 

1996; Reynolds and Braithwaite 2001). In this study we modelled spatial variation in 

the quality of recreational experiences delivered by odonates and debris, to inform 

the design of a wildlife viewing site. We modelled recreational experience quality by 

applying the three-stage framework described above, using field and online survey 

data. The recreational experience model predicted the relative quality of visitor 

experiences at different parts of the study floodplain. This information was used to 

compare spatial variation in experiences, with the aim of informing the design of 

footpath routes or the placing of wildlife viewing sites. To assess the importance of 

considering habitat component noticeability when analysing recreational 

experiences, we conducted a sensitivity analysis to analyse the relative importance of 

the three stages in the framework in contributing to the accuracy of the recreational 

quality estimates. 

 

5.4. Methods 

5.4.1. Study site and chosen habitat components 

Recreational experiences were analysed at a case study lowland river floodplain. The 

study site is located at Fishlake, near Doncaster in the United Kingdom (Figure 5.2a; 

Latitude: 53.611239, Longitude: -1.002889). The curvilinear site is bounded by the 

River Don to the south and a combined footpath and flood defence bank to the north, 

and receives inundation from the river through an engineered bank breach (Figure 

5.2b). The habitat in the study area is a mosaic of open water, marsh, and wet 

grassland. The standing water provides habitats for aquatic organisms, including 

dragonflies and damselflies (Odonata), while the periodical flood events bring carry 

debris items from the river and deposit them across the floodplain.  
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Figure 5.2. Overview of study site. (a) Location of Fishlake wetland in the Doncaster 

region and United Kingdom. (b) Permanent water cover and location of footpath at 

the floodplain study area. 

 

5.4.2. Three stage modelling framework 

5.4.2.1. Spatial distribution of odonates and debris 

The abundance of odonates and debris items was measured in 100, 400 m
2
 quadrats 

that were randomly located, but stratified across four habitat types across a gradient 

of flood exposure (referred to as “quadrat surveys”). Odonates were sampled at each 

quadrat on three days in August 2012 and three days during July-August 2013. 

Debris items (including both man-made and natural items) were counted on three 

occasions interspersed by periods of flooding: June 2012, August 2012 and May 

2013. Searches for odonates were limited in duration to one minute. 

Environmental data were mapped continuously over the floodplain area, so data were 

available for each of the quadrats. The following environmental variables were 

mapped; the mean proportion of time that the area within the quadrat was flooded 

(flood exposure), whether or not there was a permanent area of standing water inside 

the quadrat (water body permanence), an ordinal estimate of vegetation height 

(vegetation height), the minimum flow distance from the nearest flood entry point 

(flow distance), the distance from the shore at the highest recorded water level 

(distance from the high water mark), and topographic slope. Hydrological and 

topographic variables were derived from a detailed site topographic map and time 

series of water level measurements that spanned two years, using the methodology 

described in Richards et al. (in press). Vegetation height was mapped visually using 

5 ordinal categories (0 cm, 1-20 cm, 21-40 cm, 41-75 cm, 76+ cm) (Hazel Stanworth, 
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University of Sheffield; unpublished data). The flow distance variable was calculated 

using a least-cost pathway method (see Appendix D.1). To estimate the distribution 

of odonates and debris items across the whole floodplain, these data were used as 

explanatory variables to model the abundance of odonates and quantity of debris. 

The abundance of odonates and debris was modelled in response to different 

environmental predictor variables, depending on prior expectation of the 

environmental factors that might be important in determining their distribution. 

Odonate abundance was modelled in response to flood exposure, water body 

permanence and vegetation height. Debris quantity was modelled in response to 

flood exposure, flow distance, distance from the high water mark, vegetation height, 

and slope. Odonate abundance and quantity of debris were modelled as negative 

binomial responses using generalised linear mixed-effects models (GLMMs) (Skaug 

et al. 2006), and these models were simplified following a stepwise procedure to 

minimise Akaike’s An Information Criterion (AIC) (Burnham and Anderson 2002; 

Crawley 2009). The resulting models of odonate abundance and debris quantity were 

then applied across the whole floodplain, to predict the distribution and density of 

odonates and debris across each of 825, 400 m
2
 grid squares. 

 

5.4.2.2. Observation rate of odonates and debris  

At the same time as the surveys of each quadrat were conducted, the noticeability of 

odonates or debris to visitors was measured by surveys of each of the sample 

quadrats from the nearest point of the main public footpath (“remote surveys”). The 

number of odonates or debris items that were observed from the footpath was 

recorded. The footpath surveyor searched by eye and focused entirely on the survey 

quadrat in which the quadrat surveyor was present. 

The data from the remote surveys were used, in combination with those from the 

quadrat surveys, to model the noticeability of odonates and debris. The noticeability 

of debris items was modelled as the proportion of items that were present in a 

quadrat that were observed from the footpath. This was modelled as a binomial 

response within a GLMM, using vegetation height, distance between the quadrat and 

the footpath, and quantity of debris present in the quadrat as explanatory variables 

(Skaug et al. 2006). The maximal model was then simplified stepwise using AIC as 

the criterion (Crawley 2007). The data from the remote surveys indicated that the 

observation rate of odonates attenuated rapidly with distance, to such an extent that it 

was practical to assume that the probability of observing an odonate from a distance 

greater than one quadrat was zero (see Results section 5.5.1). It was therefore 

assumed that a visitor within a quadrat would experience all of the odonates that 

were present within it.  

The remote survey method may over-estimate the amount of debris noticed from the 

footpath by the average visitor, as it is likely that a member of the public would not 

observe the survey area in as much detail as the remote surveyor. However, the 
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survey effort expended when sampling odonates and debris items was comparable, 

so this method can be applied to indicate the relative noticeability of these 

components. Alternative methods such as visitor surveys could have been applied to 

more realistically quantify the numbers of odonates and debris that were observed 

from the footpath. However, such methods would not have allowed the actual 

number of odonates and debris present to be measured, because it would not have 

been possible to simultaneously survey the entire area within the visitor’s line of 

sight. It would therefore not have been possible to quantify the observation rate of 

these components. 

 

5.4.2.3. Public preferences for odonates and debris 

The net experience provided by odonates and debris at a viewing site location was 

analysed using preference data from a choice experiment that was completed by The 

University of Sheffield staff and students. Choice experiments are commonly used to 

evaluate people's preferences for different habitat components (Adamowicz et al. 

1994; Hanley, Wright, et al. 1998), as they allow preferences for individual 

components to be measured and compared quantitatively. Quantitative measurements 

of preferences are a flexible tool for prediction because the impacts of multiple 

components, and different combinations of components, can be assessed and 

reported in terms of a net preference. It would not be possible to precisely predict the 

net impact of a range of scenarios using qualitative measures of people’s preferences. 

Choice experiments are often used in economic analyses of recreational ecosystem 

services (Hanley, Wright, et al. 1998), but this approach can also be applied to 

compare preferences in either dimensionless or non-monetary units. Participants 

were presented with pairs of hypothetical scenarios based at the study floodplain and 

asked to choose the one which they would prefer to visit in each case. Each 

floodplain scenario varied in two characteristics: the quantity of debris present and 

the abundance of odonates present. Debris quantity was represented as a fixed-view 

photograph of part of the study site in which the quantity of debris had been 

experimentally manipulated. Factor levels for debris quantity were 0, 30, 50 and 150 

debris items, and for each photograph a realistic mixture of natural and man-made 

debris was used (4:1 natural to man-made). Prior to beginning the survey participants 

were also shown some example photographs of debris aggregations at the study site. 

Odonate abundance was represented separately as a numerical value shown below 

each question image, alongside a greyscale drawing of a damselfly (see Figure 5.3 

for an example choice set). A greyscale image was used to reduce the potential 

positive bias that may be encountered if a close-up colour photograph was used, as it 

is unlikely that a visitor in the field would experience odonates in such detail. To 

give context, visitors were shown an introductory video that presented individuals of 

a common odonate species at the site (Ischnura elegans) as they would likely be 

viewed in the field. Factor levels for odonate abundance were 0, 1, 3, 5, 7 and 10 
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individuals. A total of twenty-four choice sets were presented to the participants in 

two blocks, so each participant answered 12 questions.  

 

 

Figure 5.3. Example choice set used in the online survey. Participants were asked to 

select whether they preferred Option 1 or Option 2. 
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The relative preferences of participants for debris and odonates were modelled using 

a conditional logistic model (Therneau 2013). Debris quantity, odonate abundance, 

and a quadratic term for odonate abundance were used as explanatory variables. A 

quadratic term for odonate abundance was used because the recreational benefits 

provided by habitat components commonly do not scale linearly but show 

diminishing returns (Rambonilaza and Dachary-Bernard 2007). Relative preference 

was expressed using a willingness-to-pay approach, but the aim was to characterise 

the net value of recreation in terms of odonates and debris, rather than in monetary 

terms. It was expected that the recreational benefit provided by odonates would be 

offset by the negative “cost” of seeing debris. In this case, the recreational benefit 

provided by an odonate could be characterised as the number of debris items that a 

participant was willing to tolerate seeing, in order to see an odonate.  

The number of debris items that a participant was willing to see in order to 

experience an odonate (referred to henceforth as the willingness to see debris) was 

calculated as the ratio –n/m where n was the estimated coefficient of odonate 

preference (as estimated by the conditional logit model), and m was the estimated 

coefficient of debris preference (Aizaki 2012). The negative n term was necessary to 

give a positive estimate of the number of debris items.  

The willingness to see debris was used to calculate an “experience balance” for 

locations in the floodplain. The experience balance indicates the net visitor 

experience, in units of debris. A more positive experience balance indicates an 

excess of odonates and therefore a more positive net visitor experience, while a more 

negative balance indicates a less positive experience. To calculate the experience 

balance it was first necessary to know the maximum number of debris items that a 

visitor was willing to see, in order to see the number of odonates present in the grid 

square. This was calculated as: 

W = o × mo + o
2
 × mp 

Where W was the willingness to see debris, o was the number of odonates present, mo 

was the marginal willingness to see debris value for odonates, mp was the marginal 

willingness to see debris value for the odonate quadratic term, and d was the quantity 

of debris present. To calculate the net balance, this willingness to see debris was 

compared to the number of debris items that the visitor actually saw. The debris 

balance was thus quantified as:  

b = W - d  

Where b was debris balance, W was the willingness to see debris items, and d was 

the quantity of debris present. 

The presence of odonates and debris items is temporally and spatially variable, so 

stochasticity was incorporated into the recreational experience model through a 

bootstrap method. For each bootstrap replicate, the odonate and debris abundance 
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GLMMs were bootstrapped using a model-based (fixed –X) technique, with 

resampling stratified across survey dates (Fox 2008). This created variability in the 

model coefficients, and therefore in the estimate of odonates and debris items on the 

floodplain. Stochasticity was not incorporated into the noticeability models because 

it was not possible to quantify temporal variability in odonate noticeability, so 

noticeability for both odonates and debris was assumed to be fixed across bootstrap 

replicates. The number of odonates and debris items present, and the number noticed 

at each viewing location were calculated for each of 300 bootstrap replicates, and the 

mean values of the 300 replicates were used to calculate debris balances when 

comparing different viewing sites.  

 

5.4.3. Sensitivity analysis: the importance of considering all three stages in the 

experience process 

The series of statistical models described above were combined to form a model that 

was used to simulate the relative quality of recreational experiences in different parts 

of the floodplain. This model incorporated all three stages in the experience process, 

and is referred to throughout as the total model. To compare the relative importance 

of each of the three stages in the experience process, three additional indicators that 

included only parts of the total model were calculated. The first indicator only 

considered the spatial distribution of positive and negative components, and was 

quantified as the ratio of odonates to debris (odonates / debris) that were present 

within the same quadrat as the visitor (the distribution model). The second indicator 

of recreational experience combined distribution data with the relative preferences of 

visitors for odonates and debris, and was quantified as the debris balance of the 

odonates and debris that were present in the same quadrat as the visitor (the 

distribution and preference model). The final indicator considered the presence and 

noticeability of positive and negative components, but not the relative preferences of 

visitors for them. This final indicator was quantified as the ratio of odonates to debris 

(odonates / debris) that were noticed by the visitor (the distribution and noticeability 

model). These partial models of recreational experience were run over the same set 

of bootstrap replicates as the whole-experience model, so the same number of 

odonates and debris were always present on the simulated floodplain. The difference 

in relative performance between each of these indicators and the whole-experience 

indicator was analysed as the Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (Spearman’s 

rho) between the two resulting debris balances. The statistical significance of this 

coefficient was not assessed because the number of wildlife viewing sites in the 

sample, and therefore the number of degrees of freedom available, was arbitrary. 
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5.5. Results 

5.5.1. Distribution, noticeability, and preferences for odonates and debris items 

Of the 100 quadrats surveyed, debris was present on at least one occasion at 95 

quadrats, and odonates were present on at least one occasion at 79 quadrats. Odonate 

abundance was significantly greater in quadrats that had more frequent flood 

exposure, contained some permanent standing water, and that had taller vegetation 

(Table 5.1). The quantity of debris present within a quadrat decreased significantly 

with increasing flood exposure, vegetation height, and flow distance from the bank 

breach (Table 5.2). The majority of odonates (more than 95%) recorded within the 

quadrats were damselflies, most commonly Ischnura elegans and Coenagrion puella. 

Occasional Calopteryx splendens, and the dragonflies Sympetrum striolatum and 

Anax imperator were also observed. Approximately three quarters of the debris 

present in the quadrats was natural; mainly wood or riparian vegetation. The man-

made debris that was observed comprised mainly plastic bottles, pieces of 

polystyrene or food wrappers.  

Debris was observed from the footpath at least once at 87 of the 100 quadrats, and 

odonates were observed from the footpath at only two quadrats. The quantity of 

debris recorded as observed from the footpath was slightly greater than the actual 

quantity recorded within the quadrat on four occasions. This occurred at low levels 

of debris, and was likely due to misidentification of bare ground or floating foam as 

debris. In these instances the observed debris was recorded as the actual amount 

present in the quadrat, i.e. noticeability was recorded as perfect. The observation rate 

of debris increased significantly when there was a larger amount of debris present in 

a quadrat, and decreased significantly as the observer was further away (Table 5.3). 

It was not possible to model the noticeability of odonates statistically due to their 

very low observation rate, but odonates were unlikely to be visible from distances 

much greater than the 28 metre diagonal length of a quadrat. The two recorded 

odonate sightings occurred at quadrats that were three and 30 metres from the 

footpath, and were both sightings of Anax imperator, a large, rare, dragonfly species. 

The choice experiment survey received responses from 308 people. The participants 

showed a significant negative preference for floodplain scenarios with greater debris 

quantities (Table 5.4), and preference for odonates showed a significant quadratic 

relationship with increasing odonate abundance (Table 5.4). The willingness to see 

debris showed a concave quadratic relationship, plateauing at around eight odonates 

(Figure 5.4). The observation of a single odonate was valued at 27 debris items 

(Figure 5.4), which corresponds to an aggregation covering approximately 2.5m
2
. 
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Table 5.1. GLMM of odonate abundance in floodplain quadrats. 

 Estimate Std. error z  p  

Intercept -1.946 0.389 -4.99 < 0.001 

Flood exposure 0.018 0.007 2.52 0.011 

Water body permanence 0.964 0.244 3.94 < 0.001 

Vegetation height 0.265 0.083 3.17  0.001 

 

Table 5.2. GLMM of debris quantity in floodplain quadrats. 

 Estimate Std. error z  p     

Intercept 2.993 0.330 9.04 < 0.001 

Flood exposure -0.031 0.004 -6.47 < 0.001 

Flow distance from flood entry 

point 

-0.007 0.002 -2.51 0.012 

Vegetation height -0.130 0.063 -2.06 0.038 

Distance from high water mark 0.009 0.005 1.77 0.076 

 

Table 5.3. GLMM of noticeability of debris items from the bank. 

 Estimate Std. error z p     

Intercept 2.344 3.366 0.69 0.48 

Distance from footpath -0.153 0.028 -5.34 < 0.001 

Vegetation height -0.133 0.081 -1.63 0.1 

Number of debris items present 0.074 0.011 6.32 < 0.001 
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Table 5.4. Conditional logit model of relative preferences of survey participants for 

debris and odonates. 

 Estimate Std. error z p     

Alternative specific constant -0.43 0.058 -7.49 < 0.001 

Debris quantity -0.03 < 0.01 -29.40 < 0.001 

Odonate abundance 0.87 0.04 19.93 < 0.001 

Odonate abundance squared -0.05 < 0.01 -12.56 < 0.001 

 

5.5.2. Spatial variation in the estimated quality of recreational experiences 

The simulations estimated the abundance of odonates and quantity of debris that 

were present across the whole study area, and using this method an average of 868 

odonates and 6674 debris items were estimated to be present in the study floodplain 

during any one visit by a member of the public. The total model of recreational 

experiences estimated that the net debris balance experienced at the 150 locations 

would vary between approximately -57 and 27 items, with a mean of -21 items 

(negative numbers indicate net negative experiences, and positive numbers indicate 

net positive recreational experiences). The best recreational experiences were 

delivered in areas that were within or close to larger water bodies, and were distant 

from the flood entry point (Figure 5.5).  

 

5.5.3. Sensitivity analysis 

The performance of the partial models of recreational experience was assessed by 

comparison with the total model. The predictions from the distribution model were 

the most different from those of the total model (Spearman’s rho = 0.62). The 

distribution and preference model also gave considerably different results to the total 

model (Spearman’s rho = 0.69), and the predictions from the distribution and 

noticeability model best matched those made by the total model (Spearman’s rho = 

0.93).  
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Figure 5.4. Willingness to see debris for increasing abundances of odonates (units are 

number of debris items that participants were willing to see). 

 

 

Figure 5.5. Net visitor recreational experience expressed as debris balance for each 

of 150 floodplain locations. More positive values indicate more positive recreational 

experiences. 
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5.6. Discussion 

This study analysed the impacts that two habitat components can have on 

recreational experiences. It integrated an understanding of the physical and 

ecological factors that explained the distribution of odonates and debris, the 

noticeability of these components to visitors, and visitor preferences for the two 

components. This framework enabled the net recreational experience quality 

,delivered by odonates and debris to be predicted at a high spatial resolution within 

the study floodplain. The net experience balance is not an absolute measure of 

recreational quality, but an index that allowed a number of management options to be 

compared objectively (Figure 5.5). In the case study floodplain, the most positive 

experiences were delivered in wetter areas which were further from the bank breach, 

because in these areas interaction with odonates was most likely, and exposure to 

debris was reduced. This detailed knowledge could inform management, as visitor 

behaviour could be manipulated to encourage interaction with optimal areas of the 

site (Orams 1996; Reynolds and Braithwaite 2001; McCool 2008), for example 

through the construction of a series of viewing platforms or alteration of the footpath 

route (Reynolds and Braithwaite 2001; Suh and Samways 2001). To make spatially 

detailed estimates of the recreational experiences provided by a habitat, an 

understanding of all three stages of the experience process is required. This study 

provides a novel framework for considering the interaction between people and the 

environment when analysing the provision of recreational experiences. 

The noticeability of habitat components impacts visitor recreational experiences, 

because noticeability affects the interaction between visitors and the environment. 

Odonates were rarely observed from the footpath because of their small size and 

cryptic behaviour (Brooks and Lewington 1997; Taylor 2013), and as a result the 

interaction between visitors and odonates was limited. In contrast, debris items were 

noticeable from the footpath even at considerable distances, probably because they 

formed aggregations (Storrier et al. 2007) that contrasted in colour with the 

background vegetation (Bishop and Miller 2007). This differential observation rate 

had an impact on the habitat components that a visitor was likely to interact with, and 

therefore on the quality of recreational experiences. 

The partial models of recreational experience that did not consider the noticeability 

of habitat components (the distribution model, and the distribution and preference 

model) gave very different results when compared to the total model of experience. 

This suggests that the different observation rate of odonates and debris had a 

relatively large impact on visitor recreational experiences. When the noticeability of 

habitat components is not considered explicitly during analysis then it is assumed to 

be equal, and in the case of the distribution and preference model it was assumed that 

the noticeability of both odonates and debris was very low. This assumption resulted 

in an underestimate of the quantity of debris that visitors were exposed to. The error 

in estimating recreational experience quality based on habitat component distribution 

data and preference information indicates that there is a risk in combining preference 
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data with habitat descriptions of sites or regions, as is commonly done in benefit 

transfer valuations of ecosystem services (Troy and Wilson 2006; Liu et al. 2010). 

Valuations derived through applications of benefit transfer that use the occurrence, 

rather than experience, of habitat components may not accurately represent the true 

recreational value because while habitat components have some existence value 

(Sutherland and Walsh 1985; Pate and Loomis 1997), much of their recreational 

value comes from being directly experienced (Green and Elmberg 2014). Benefit 

transfer studies should ensure that they use data that represent the likely experiences 

of actual visitors, rather than the potential of the components present in the habitat, in 

order to minimise the chance of under- or overestimating recreational value. It may 

be possible to ignore noticeability when comparing habitat components that are 

similarly noticeable to visitors, because the ratio of what is present will be similar to 

the ratio of what people will experience. However, cases like the example presented 

here, where the noticeability of habitat components is very different, are likely to be 

common.  

Although the combined distribution and noticeability model of recreational 

experience performed well in relation to the total model, there were subtle 

differences in its predictions. These differences were a result of the nonlinear 

relationship between public preferences for these components (Figure 5.4). When the 

preference relationship between positive and negative habitat components is 

nonlinear, the actual visitor experience must be estimated as accurately as possible, 

because the absolute quantity of the habitat components will affect the balance 

between them. For example, the net debris balance if one odonate and one item of 

debris were experienced would be 26. This is very different to the net balance if 10 

odonates and debris items were experienced, which would be 121. The net 

recreational impact of odonates and debris would thus be different; even though the 

ratio of odonates to debris in each case would be the same. Such nonlinear preference 

relationships are likely to be common between different habitat components because 

many positive habitat components have a novelty value (Moscardo and Saltzer 1993; 

Hughes and Newsome 2005), so increasing numbers of them can give diminishing 

aesthetic returns (Rambonilaza and Dachary-Bernard 2007). There are additional 

advantages to using a preference relationship to estimate the net recreational 

experience when comparing more than two habitat components. The relative utility 

of different habitat components, and corresponding willingness to see negative 

components, can be used to summarise the net impact of multiple, positive and 

negative habitat features as an experience balance. This method can additionally be 

used to calculate an economic value for the habitat or habitat improvements if 

desired (Carson and Mitchell 1993; Hanley et al. 1998; Westerberg et al. 2010).  

The three stage framework outlined in this study does not represent the entire 

complexity of recreational experiences, such as the longer-term emotional, 

behavioural and cultural impacts of experiences in nature (Kaltenborn 1997; 

Ballantyne et al. 2011). However, the net recreational balance of habitat components 
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provides an objective indicator of recreational quality that is suitable for application 

to habitat management decision making at local spatial scales (within management 

units). The framework applied in this case study is flexible and could be applied to 

management problems that consider larger numbers of habitat components in any 

habitat type, or that involve physical habitat modification. Additionally, variation in 

awareness or preferences for habitat components could be incorporated, to assess the 

recreational experiences of different socioeconomic (Birol et al. 2006) or visitor 

groups (Kenter et al. 2013). A potential constraint with this approach is that it 

required a large amount of data, as it combined a traditional choice experiment with 

field sampling that was more intensive than a visitor participation exercise. However, 

future applications of the three stage framework may be able to utilise existing data. 

The habitat preferences of some taxa that are of interest to the public have previously 

been described in detail (Buckton and Ormerod 2010; Besnard et al. 2013), and at 

many sites the distributions of key species are known (Ross-Smith et al. 2011). The 

noticeability of organisms and other landscape features is relatively straightforward 

to quantify through field surveys, and when data collection is not feasible it is 

possible to make assumptions about noticeability, as were made for odonates in this 

study. At larger spatial scales, interaction of visitors with larger habitat or landscape 

components such as mountains or woodlands can be estimated using viewshed 

analyses (van der Horst 2006). Quantification of the relative preferences of the public 

for a range of habitat components is a considerable challenge, as designing and 

conducting choice experiments, particularly for complex designs involving large 

numbers of habitat components, requires a large participant base and can be time 

consuming (Johnson et al. 2013). However, such choice experiments have previously 

been conducted in a range of habitat types including wetlands (Hoehn et al. 2003; 

Westerberg et al. 2010), tropical islands (Kenter et al. 2011), and temperate forests 

(Hanley et al. 1998), so applicable preference data may already be available in the 

literature. Alternatively, other indices of popularity, such as Google search volume 

(Żmihorski et al. 2012) taxa rarity (Tournant et al. 2012), or qualitative methods such 

as focus groups (Moran et al. 2007) and expert knowledge (Strager and Rosenberger 

2006) could be used to estimate the relative preference of the public for habitat 

components.  

 

5.7. Conclusions 

Environmental management for the purpose of recreation should not only maintain 

and protect habitat components, but also provide opportunities for visitors to interact 

with them (McCool 2008). To predict recreational experiences and inform 

management at fine spatial scales it is necessary to understand this interaction 

between visitors and habitat components. The noticeability of different habitat 

components plays a key role in determining the subset of available components that 

visitors interact with, and therefore also their net recreational experiences. 

Noticeability of habitat components should therefore be considered during analyses 
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of recreational experiences, and similarly during recreational ecosystem service 

valuations. The three stage framework for analysing recreational experiences 

presented in this paper considered the noticeability of habitat components to visitors, 

and allowed detailed estimates of the net visitor experience to be made in relation to 

two habitat components. These estimates were made at a sufficiently detailed spatial 

scale to allow on-site management planning, such as the design of footpath routes or 

signage to create wildlife viewing areas. Future studies of recreational experiences 

should consider the noticeability of habitat components, and could utilise the 

modelling framework outlined in this study. This framework is applicable to other 

habitat types and management problems, and could be extended to include more 

complex combinations of habitat components and variability among visitors. 
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6. Floodplain heterogeneity increases habitat multifunctionality 

but reduces the optimality of ecosystem service provision 

In this chapter, information on multiple ecosystem services is synthesised to 

investigate the ways that habitat management may affect a whole suite. 

Consideration of multiple benefits, and the trade-offs between their provision, is a 

core aim of the ecosystem services approach. This study integrates ecosystem service 

indicators that were considered in Chapter 4 and 5 with additional data on flood 

storage volume, and the habitat preferences of wetland birds and cattle. These 

indicators are components of ecosystem services which are important at the Fishlake 

floodplain. 

This study focused on hydrological heterogeneity as a characteristic of floodplain 

habitat structure that can be altered by management. It simulated a range of 

hypothetical floodplain management scenarios using data collected at Fishlake. The 

simulation was used to analyse the relationships between hydrological heterogeneity 

and two characteristics of the suite of ecosystem services that could be provided; the 

optimality of provision and the multifunctionality of the habitat. This study has been 

prepared for submission to the Journal of Applied Ecology, and is presented in this 

thesis in the form of the manuscript. The sections have been re-numbered and text 

has been formatted for consistency with the thesis, and all references can be found in 

the general references section. The plant community dataset used in this chapter can 

be found in Appendix F.4, and the ecosystem service indicator and environmental 

data can be found in Appendix F.5, both on the accompanying CD. 
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6.1. Summary 

1. It is important to understand how aspects of habitat structure, such as habitat 

heterogeneity, can affect the ecosystem services that a habitat provides. Information 

on multiple ecosystem services can be synthesised to describe the general 

characteristics of a suite of services, such as the extent to which service provision is 

optimal, or a habitat is multifunctional. This study investigated the relationships 

between habitat heterogeneity and these two characteristics of ecosystem services, 

using a floodplain case study. 

2. The optimality and multifunctionality of floodplain mosaics were analysed using a 

random sampling simulation. Floodplain habitat patches that varied in flood exposure 

were sampled for seven ecosystem services, and the relationships between flood 

exposure and service provision were modelled. The sampled floodplain patches were 

combined at random to simulate larger floodplain mosaics, and the provision of five 

ecosystem services was estimated for each simulated floodplain. 

3. The simulated floodplain mosaics were optimised by iteratively replacing some of 

their component patches. The habitat heterogeneity and closeness to optimality of the 

simulated floodplains was correlated, and the habitat heterogeneity and 

multifunctionality of the optimal simulated floodplains was separately correlated. 

Separate analyses were carried out for the ten pairwise trade-offs between ecosystem 

services, as well as for an optimisation of all five services simultaneously. 

4. The sampled ecosystem services showed different responses to flood exposure, 

and there was a general trade-offs between two bundles of services; dry areas 

supported beef cattle and grassland biodiversity, while wetter areas supported 

wetland biodiversity and provided recreational interest. In general, the most optimal 

suites of services were provided by more homogenous floodplain mosaics. Amongst 

the optimal services however, those that were more multifunctional were also more 

heterogeneous.  

5. Optimal floodplains were relatively homogenous because individual ecosystem 

services were provided best within specific environmental ranges, and because their 

provision scaled positively with increasing habitat area. Ecosystem service provision 

was thus maximised when large areas of the same types of habitat were present. 

Some of the more heterogeneous floodplains were more multifunctional because 

different ecosystem services were provided by different habitat types.  

6. Synthesis and applications: High spatial heterogeneity in habitat conditions is a 

characteristic feature of floodplains, and is commonly desirable for management. 

This strategy is likely to provide multifunctional suites of services, but runs the risk 

of reducing the optimality of the floodplain. It is possible to provide suites of 

services that are both optimal and multifunctional, but an understanding of the 

specific environmental requirements of the different ecosystem services is required. 
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6.2. Introduction 

The concept of ecosystem services can provide a framework for informing the design 

of habitat management (Tallis and Polasky 2009; Fish 2011). An ecosystem service 

framework should describe the effects of management on the provision of multiple 

services (Tallis and Polasky 2009), and allow decision makers to predict the 

outcomes of different management scenarios (Nelson et al. 2009). Such a framework 

can be used to inform decision making at different scales of complexity; for example, 

it can enable habitat managers to target the production of particular ecosystem 

services (Johnson and Curtis 2001), or help them decide how to balance a trade-off 

between two services (Hansson et al. 2005). More generally, an ecosystem service 

framework could be applied to synthesise information on multiple ecosystem 

services and describe the characteristics of a whole suite. This study considers the 

effects of habitat management on two general characteristics of ecosystem services; 

the optimality of service provision, and the multifunctionality of a habitat.  

This study considers Pareto optimality, which is commonly utilised for decision-

making in multiple-criteria problems in economics and engineering (Ngatchou et al. 

2005). In a habitat management decision there are a number of possible management 

scenarios, each of which will have a different outcome in terms of its provision of 

multiple ecosystem services. Pareto optimality is defined by comparing this range of 

possible management scenarios against each other, rather than by applying criteria or 

targets that are set by decision makers. Pareto optimality is therefore an objective and 

dimensionless measure of optimality, which does not depend on the weighting that 

the stakeholders or decision makers place on the different ecosystem services.  

The suite of ecosystem services that a habitat provides is defined as optimal if the 

provision of one service cannot be improved upon without degrading the provision of 

the others (Ngatchou et al. 2005). In the case of two ecosystem services, Pareto 

optimality can be identified by comparing scenarios that provide the same level of 

one ecosystem service. If a number of scenarios are equal with respect to the first 

service, the Pareto optimal solution is the one which provides the highest level of the 

other service, because no matter which ecosystem service an individual prefers, this 

option would provide the greatest all-round benefit. All of the possible management 

scenarios can be visualised in two dimensions by plotting the predicted value of 

Service 1 against the predicted value of Service 2. This visualises the “decision 

space” (Reed et al. 2013) (see Figure 6.1 for a conceptual diagram). In the decision 

space, the range of Pareto optimal management options form the boundary, or Pareto 

frontier (black dashed line on Figure 6.1). Any management option that falls within 

the Pareto frontier (inside the light grey decision space on Figure 6.1) is suboptimal 

because there is no logical reason for a decision maker to select it; there are options 

on the Pareto frontier that could provide a higher level of Service 1 without 

degrading Service 2, or vice versa. There are commonly multiple Pareto-optimal 

management scenarios that deliver optimality in different ways. For example, an 

optimal scenario could maximise the provision of one ecosystem service to the 
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detriment of the other, or could provide a more even balance of the two services. The 

degree of evenness between the provision of multiple ecosystem services can be 

considered as the relative multifunctionality of provision. 

 

Figure 6.1. Conceptual diagram indicating a trade-off between two ecosystem 

services. The decision space of possible management outcomes is shown, bounded 

by the Pareto frontier of optimality. Any point within the decision space is 

suboptimal. Service provision is closer to optimal for scenarios that are closer to the 

Pareto frontier. Service provision is increasingly evenly balanced between the two 

services for scenarios that are closer to the identity line, and these scenarios are thus 

defined as more multifunctional. 

There is increasing interest in managing habitats multifunctionally (Wiggering et al. 

2006). Multifunctional habitats provide a balance of multiple ecosystem services, 

while monofunctional habitats provide one service at the expense of others (Otte et 

al. 2007). This categorical definition of multifunctionality can be extended to a 

continuous definition. Multifunctional habitats are commonly desired because they 

evenly balance the provision of multiple ecosystem services (Rouquette et al. 2011), 

so scenarios that provide a more even balance of multiple services may be defined as 

more multifunctional. In Figure 6.1, monofunctional habitat scenarios would be 

plotted along the axes, while multifunctional habitats that provide even suites of 

services would be plotted closer to the identity line. This index of multifunctionality 

makes the assumption that the values for both services are normalised, and that they 

are weighted equally. This is unlikely to be the case in the majority of habitat 

management decisions, but in the absence of weighting information we assume that 

this is the case for the purpose of this study. Differential weighting of ecosystem 

services could be achieved in future by scaling the services differently before 

calculating the overall evenness of provision. The black arrows in Figure 6.1 thus 

indicate dimensions of increasing multifunctionality.  
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Habitat multifunctionality and ecosystem service optimality are not mutually 

exclusive. There are likely to be a number of optimal management scenarios which 

lie along the Pareto frontier, and these scenarios will vary in their multifunctionality. 

Similarly, there are likely to be multiple scenarios that provide highly even suites of 

services, and these scenarios will vary in their distance from the Pareto frontier. The 

black circle in Figure 6.1 indicates a scenario that would simultaneously be 

multifunctional and would provide an optimal suite of ecosystem services. 

The ecosystem services that a habitat provides depend on the way that it is managed, 

and previous studies have compared multiple management scenarios to identify 

management practices that could deliver habitat multifunctionality (Rouquette et al. 

2011) or optimal suites of services (Sanon et al. 2012; Lautenbach et al. 2013). The 

recommendations that these studies make are typically specific to particular sites, 

habitat types, and groups of ecosystem services (Rouquette et al. 2011; Sanon et al. 

2012; Lautenbach et al. 2013), so are limited in their generality. To transfer 

knowledge between systems it is necessary to relate optimality and 

multifunctionality to general patterns in habitat management, such as characteristics 

of the habitat structure. For example, habitat heterogeneity is a general characteristic 

of habitat structure that can be defined for any habitat type. This study focuses on 

habitat heterogeneity because of its known ecological importance in affecting 

biodiversity (Ward et al. 1999), and because a link between heterogeneity and 

multifunctionality has been previously suggested (Brandt 2003; Mander et al. 2007).  

The provision of ecosystem services depends on environmental conditions (Morris et 

al. 2009). Different habitat types have different environmental conditions, so can 

provide different ecosystem services (Maskell et al. 2013). Habitat heterogeneity 

may therefore provide multifunctionality by allowing the provision of multiple 

services to be segregated across different habitat types within a mosaic (Mander et al. 

2007). The impacts of habitat heterogeneity on ecosystem service optimality are 

more difficult to predict. Many ecosystem services, such as agricultural production, 

are likely to be maximised within a narrow range of environmental conditions (Letey 

1985). Optimal habitats that are monofunctional for these services are therefore 

likely to be highly homogenous, as is commonly the case in intensive agricultural 

regions (Roschewitz et al. 2005). Optimal habitats that are not monofunctional may 

be more heterogeneous, but their heterogeneity is likely to depend on the number of 

ecosystem services considered, and the spatial scaling relationships of each service. 

In this study the relationships between the heterogeneity of habitat mosaics, their 

multifunctionality, and the optimality of their ecosystem service provision, were 

investigated in a lowland river floodplain. Floodplains provide a wide range of 

ecosystem services (Tockner and Stanford 2002; Posthumus et al. 2010), and 

previous studies have investigated the impacts of floodplain management on 

multifunctionality (Rouquette et al. 2011) and service optimality (Sanon et al. 2012). 

The provision of floodplain ecosystem services is closely linked to the hydrological 

conditions that are present (Morris et al. 2009; Rouquette et al. 2011), and 
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heterogeneity in hydrological conditions is a characteristic feature of floodplain 

habitats that can be altered by habitat management practices (Ward et al. 1999).  

The aim of this study was to investigate the relationship between habitat 

heterogeneity and the suite of ecosystem services that a floodplain mosaic can 

provide. In particular, we analysed the optimality of the suite of ecosystem services 

provided, and the multifunctionality of the habitat. We first analysed variation in 

ecosystem service provision across a hydrological gradient, by sampling seven 

ecosystem service indicators in quadrats of varying flood exposure. We analysed 

indicators of cattle production, flood storage, three indicators of recreational value, 

and two indicators of different aspects of plant biodiversity. A series of resampling 

simulations were then performed to investigate the different ways that the sampled 

habitat patches could be put together to form larger mosaics. The performance of the 

simulated mosaics was analysed in relation to a subset of five ecosystem service 

indicators. Only five of the original ecosystem service indicators were used for this 

analysis because two of them; debris occurrence and flood storage volume, were 

strongly affected by the spatial configuration of the habitat mosaic, which it was not 

possible to model. To investigate the relationships between habitat composition and 

the optimality of ecosystem service provision we performed optimisation exercises to 

find optimal management scenarios for each pair of the five ecosystem service 

indicators separately, as well as for all five indicators together. For each comparison 

we analysed the relationship between hydrological heterogeneity and the closeness of 

the scenarios to ecosystem service optimality. For the optimal floodplain scenarios, 

we then correlated hydrological heterogeneity against habitat multifunctionality. 

 

6.3. Methods 

6.3.1. Study site and selection of ecosystem service indicators 

Floodplain ecosystem service indicators were sampled across a gradient of flood 

exposure at a periodically inundated floodplain of the River Don, at Fishlake in the 

United Kingdom (Latitude: 53.611239, Longitude: -1.002889). Although formerly an 

active floodplain, the study site was drained historically and the river was embanked 

in the 1600s. The site has been used primarily as a flood storage area since the 1940s 

(flooding on average twice per year) and has also been used for beef production over 

this period. In August of 2009, breaches were made in the river embankments to 

allow a more natural flooding regime, under which the area is inundated more 

frequently (approximately 130 times per year), to a varying degree on each occasion.  

The primary aim of this change was to restore the floodplain habitat, and 

consequently the biodiversity that is characteristic of such systems.  However, as 

with all habitats, the site supplies various ecosystem services. The Fishlake 

floodplain therefore provides an opportunity to analyse the relationships between 

hydrological conditions and the provision of multiple services. 
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We analysed three recreational ecosystem service indicators, one provisioning 

service indicator, one regulatory service indicator, and two biodiversity indicators. 

The selected service indicators were chosen to cover a range of the categories 

described in the Millenium Ecosystem Assessment (MA 2005), and because of their 

relevance to the study site and the objectives of the Fishlake floodplain restoration 

project. Flood storage capacity was measured as the regulatory ecosystem service 

indicator, and the presence of cattle dung was the indicator of the suitability for beef 

cattle production; a provisioning service. The recreational indicators were (1) the 

presence of wetland birds, (2) the presence of odonates (dragonflies or damselies), 

and (3) the presence of debris items (any man-made items or any natural items such 

as tree branches that were judged to be foreign to the floodplain). The two 

biodiversity indicators were (1) the similarity of the plant community to a National 

biodiversity target (floodplain grazing marsh), and (2) the number of regionally 

important wetland plant species that were present (species listed under the local 

Biodiversity Action Plan).  

 

6.3.2. Field datasets 

One hundred quadrats, each 400 m
2
 in area, were sampled for the seven ecosystem 

service indicators and five additional environmental variables; flood exposure, 

distance from the flood entry point, slope, altitude, and vegetation height. The 

quadrats were selected from a grid by random stratified sampling. There were four 

equally-sized strata across a gradient of flood exposure, from areas that were 

permanently wet to those that were almost permanently dry (see Appendix D.1 for a 

map of quadrat locations). 

Plant biodiversity is categorised as an ecosystem service in this study because 

species and communities have an intrinsic cultural value (Chapin et al. 2000) which 

has been recognised through legislation or guidance; in this case through regional 

species action plans and national priority habitat status (Natural England 2013). Plant 

communities in each quadrat were surveyed in June or July in 2012. All higher plant 

taxa present within each quadrat were identified and assigned a frequency score on 

the DAFOR scale (Brodie 1985). Taxa were identified to species level except in the 

case of the grasses Agrostis and Poa, which were identified to genus level, and 

filamentous algae were additionally classified as a group. Two indicators of 

biodiversity value were calculated for each plant community (one at a regional scale, 

one national indicator). The value of each plant community in contributing to the 

biodiversity of the region was quantified as the number of plant species that were 

listed on the Local Authority biodiversity action plan (henceforth, BAP species 

richness) (Appendix D.2).  The value of each plant community in contributing to 

national biodiversity was quantified as its similarity to a nationally important habitat 

type; floodplain grazing marsh. Floodplain grazing marshes are a United Kingdom 

biodiversity action plan priority habitat (Mountford et al. 2006), and there is 
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government and research interest in conserving and restoring these communities 

(Mountford et al. 2006). Similarity to floodplain grazing marsh was defined as the 

proportion of floodplain grazing marsh species present in a sampled community 

(henceforth, FGM similarity). Floodplain grazing marsh species were defined as any 

species listed as occurring in the National Vegetation Classification communities 

(Rodwell 1991; Rodwell 1992) that were defined as floodplain grazing marsh by 

(Mountford et al. 2006) (Appendix D.2).  

The presence of cattle dung in a quadrat was used to indicate the utility of the habitat 

for beef production, as dung is distributed in proportion to the time that cattle spend 

in an area (Jansen and Roberston 2001). Quadrats were searched for dung on two 

occasions, once in July 2012 and once in April 2013.  

Three aspects of the aesthetic experience were quantified as ecosystem service 

indicators. Odonates and wetland birds can have positive impacts on recreational 

experiences (Lemelin 2009; Green and Elmberg 2014), while debris items can 

negatively affect recreational experiences (Williams and Simmons 1999). The 

quantity of debris present within each quadrat was counted on three occasions 

following substantial periods of flooding (March 2012, July 2012, May 2013). 

Debris commonly formed aggregations and so was recorded by surface area as the 

number of 0.3 m by 0.3 m grid squares that contained debris. The abundance of 

odonates was recorded following three minute search periods within each quadrat. 

Each quadrat was surveyed three times in suitable weather conditions in August 

2012, and a further three times in August 2013. The activity of wetland bird species 

(Anas clyptea, Anas crecca, Anas platyrhynchos, Anas strepera, Anser anser, Ardea 

cinerea, Aythya fuligula, Cygnus olor, Fulica atra, Haematopus ostralegus, Tadorna 

tadorna, Vanellus vanellus) was recorded within each quadrat on six occasions in 

June 2012, and on a further six occasions between May and June 2013. The 

proportion of the twelve visits when wetland birds were recorded within a quadrat 

provides an index of habitat preference, but also a tangible recreational ecosystem 

service indicator, namely, the probability of a visitor observing a wetland bird during 

a visit.  

The volume available for use as flood storage throughout the year is an indicator of 

the contribution that a floodplain patch makes to flood regulation. The topography of 

the site has been characterised in detail, and was combined with a series of water 

level measurements taken approximately every two weeks between 04/05/2011 and 

19/04/2013 (Richards et al. in press). The volume available between the top of the 

flood defence banks and either the water level or topographic surface, depending on 

which was higher, was calculated for each quadrat on each occasion. The mean of 

these temporal measurements of flood storage volume was then taken as the flood 

storage indicator. 

Environmental data were collected to model the provision of ecosystem service 

indicators. An index of flood exposure was mapped continuously across the 
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floodplain as the number of hydrological survey dates that the area was underwater 

(minimum possible score =0, maximum possible score = 52) (Richards et al. in 

press). The mean flood exposure score was then calculated within each quadrat. A 

least-cost distance method was used to calculate an index of the flow distance 

between each quadrat and the closest flood entry point (defined as the bank breaches 

made during hydrological restoration) (Appendix D.1). Vegetation height within 

each quadrat was quantified as the mean of five measurements (one at each corner 

and the centre) which were taken in June 2012 using the method of (Stammel et al. 

2003). The mean slope within each quadrat, and the mean altitude, were calculated 

directly from the topographic data.  

 

6.3.3. Relationships between ecosystem service indicators and degree of flood 

exposure 

Each ecosystem service indicator was modelled in response to flood exposure and 

additional explanatory variables that were expected to be relevant. FGM similarity 

and BAP species richness were modelled in response to flood exposure and cattle 

dung density. The presence of cattle dung was modelled in response to flood 

exposure and slope. The presence of odonates and wetland birds was modelled in 

response to flood exposure and vegetation height. The presence of debris items was 

modelled in response to flood exposure, vegetation height, and flow distance from 

the nearest flood entry point.  Flood storage capacity was modelled in response to 

flood exposure and altitude.  

Generalised linear models with binomial error structures were used to model the 

proportion of floodplain grazing marsh species that were present, and the 

proportional occurrence of cattle dung, odonates, litter items and wetland birds. A 

generalised linear model with a poisson error structure was used to model the number 

of plant BAP species that were present, and a linear model was used to model the 

volume of flood storage available. The presence of quadratic relationships between 

flood exposure and all the ecosystem service indicators was tested prior to building 

the maximal models. Quadratic terms for flood exposure were included in a maximal 

model if the quadratic model gave a lower AIC value than the simple linear model. 

Spatial autocorrelation was present in all indicator datasets, so spatial eigenvector 

mapping was used to create spatial predictor variables that were then included in the 

models. We used the data-driven approach proposed by (Dray et al. 2006) to define 

truncated connectivity matrices based on Euclidean distance for each service 

indicator separately. Moran eigenvector filtering for the defined connectivity matrix 

was then applied to the maximal regression model for each service indicator to select 

a subset of spatial eigenvectors that removed significant autocorrelation from the 

model residuals. The selected eigenvectors were then added to the maximal model, 

and this model was simplified using a backwards stepwise procedure using An 

Information Criterion (AIC) as the simplification criterion (Dray et al. 2006). Map 
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processing was conducted using the sp and raster packages for R (Pebesma and 

Bivand 2005; Bivand et al. 2007; Hijmans and van Etten 2012), and spatial 

eigenvector mapping was conducted using the spdep package (Bivand 2013).  

 

6.3.4. Simulation process and analysis of optimality and heterogeneity 

To investigate the optimality and multifunctionality of floodplain mosaics we 

simulated a range of hypothetical management scenarios. In each comparison of 

multiple ecosystem services, a range of hypothetical floodplain mosaics were 

simulated and then optimised, to identify the decision space and define the Pareto 

frontier. 

Floodplain mosaics were simulated using a resample-with-replacement procedure. 

Groups of ten of the 100 survey quadrats were randomly sampled and combined to 

simulate a mosaic that was 0.02 km
2
 in area. The value of five ecosystem service 

indicators was then quantified for the simulated mosaic. It was not possible to 

quantify flood storage or debris presence at the mosaic scale because these indicators 

are likely to be influenced largely by the surrounding topography and location, 

factors which were not modelled as part of the simulation. The five remaining 

ecosystem service indicators were quantified slightly differently for the mosaic-scale 

simulations than for the quadrat-scale statistical modelling discussed above. 

Similarity to FGM was again measured as the proportional occurrence of FGM 

species, and a species was counted as present in the mosaic if it was present at any 

quadrat (“patch”) within it. BAP plant species richness was also measured over the 

whole mosaic. The suitability of each simulated mosaic for cattle production was 

measured as the proportion of the sample quadrats where cattle dung was present, as 

this provides an estimate of the available grazing area for cattle. The recreational 

benefit provided by odonates was quantified as the total abundance found in the 

resampled quadrats over all six survey dates. The probability of sighting a wetland 

bird anywhere on the simulated mosaic was calculated over the twelve survey dates.  

The simulated floodplain mosaics were optimised for each pair of the five service 

ecosystem service indicators separately using an iterative process. For each pair of 

indicators a starting population of 1,000,000 floodplains was randomly generated, 

and the Pareto frontier for this starting population was calculated. The optimal 

floodplains from the original Pareto frontier were then mutated to form a second 

generation of 300,000 floodplains. For each mutation event, a random number of 

floodplain patches in the mosaic were replaced with patches that were sampled 

randomly from the pool of 100 survey quadrats. This process was repeated until the 

frontier stabilised, and after each iteration a subset of the floodplains in the decision 

space was recorded for further analysis. In addition to the ten pairwise optimisations, 

a similar optimisation was carried out for all five ecosystem service indicators 

together, the only difference being that this analysis used generation sizes of 

1,000,000 floodplains. The optimisations were conducted in R, using an 
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implementation of Pareto frontier calculation that was originally written in the 

Python language (Bull 2012). 

For each optimisation, a range of floodplains were simulated within a decision space. 

The closeness to optimality of each simulated floodplain was quantified as the 

inverse of the minimum scaled Pythagorean distance from the Pareto frontier. The 

multifunctionality of the optimal floodplains on the Pareto frontier was quantified as 

the evenness (Pielou’s J) (Zar 2010) of the suite of ecosystem services provided, with 

each service normalised as the proportion of the maximum value encountered on the 

Pareto frontier. The heterogeneity of floodplain mosaics was quantified as the 

number of different hydrological habitat types that were present (i.e. habitat 

richness). Habitat types were defined by categorising the gradient of flood exposure 

into 52 equal-sized groups. 

The relationships between habitat heterogeneity and the relative optimality of 

floodplains were analysed as Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient (ρ). The 

relationships between the habitat heterogeneity and the multifunctionality (J) of the 

optimal floodplains were also compared using Spearman’s ρ. Only optimal scenarios 

were analysed in relation to multifunctionality, to control for variation that was due 

to optimality. It was not possible to assess the significance of the correlations 

between heterogeneity and optimality because the sample size, and therefore the 

number of degrees of freedom, was arbitrary. Similarly, the sample size when 

comparing heterogeneity and multifunctionality was often very small, as it depended 

on the number of simulated mosaics that were selected for the Pareto frontier. For 

both of these sets of analyses, ρ values are displayed without an estimate of statistical 

significance. We must be cautious about drawing general conclusions about the 

relationships between the studied ecosystem services, but within the context of the 

simulation we assume that the magnitude and direction of the correlations are 

correct. Confidence in the conclusions of the habitat heterogeneity vs. optimality 

correlations is increased because the simulated floodplains used in the analyses are a 

subset of the decision space that were sampled following an extensive, iterative 

procedure that searched millions of possibilities. The subset is therefore highly likely 

to represent the simulation system well. Confidence in the habitat heterogeneity vs. 

ecosystem service evenness correlations is also increased because although these 

analyses used small samples sizes, the floodplains used in the analyses were all 

optimal, thus minimising any confounding variation due to differences in optimality.  

 

6.4. Results 

All seven ecosystem service indicators responded significantly to the hydrological 

gradient (Table 6.1; indicative relationships between flood exposure and each service 

indicator are shown on Figure 6.2). Flood exposure was the most significant 

predictor of all service indicators (Table 6.1; for full details of the regression models 

see Appendix D.3). The proportion of floodplain grazing marsh plant species in the 
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community, the number of BAP plant species present within a quadrat, and the 

probability of cattle dung and debris presence decreased significantly with increasing 

flood exposure (Table 6.1; also see Figures 6.2a, b,  c,  and e). The probability of 

sighting odonates and wetland birds showed significant unimodal responses to flood 

exposure (Table 6.1; Figures 6.2d, g), with peak values at flood exposures of 40 and 

38 flooded occasions respectively (Figures 6.2d, g). Sites that experienced lower 

flood exposure also had significantly lower flood storage volumes available (Figure 

6.2f).  

When analysing the relationships between pairs of ecosystem service indicators at 

the scale of floodplain mosaics, Pareto frontiers were found in eight of the ten cases 

(Figures 6.3a:h) indicating that there was some level of trade-off between the 

provision of these pairs of services. Two pairs of ecosystem services were 

synergistic, as there were optimal floodplain mosaic configurations that allowed the 

provision of both services to be maximised together. These two pairs of ecosystem 

service indicators were FGM similarity and cattle suitability (Figure 6.3i) and 

wetland bird presence and BAP species richness (Figure 6.3j).  

There was a negative correlation between hydrological heterogeneity and the 

closeness to optimality in nine of the ten pairwise comparisons (Table 6.2), although 

for the trade-off between FGM similarity and wetland bird probability this 

relationship was weak (Table 6.2). In the synergistic relationship between the 

probability of wetland bird presence and BAP species richness, scenarios that were 

closer to optimal were also more heterogeneous. The relationships between habitat 

heterogeneity and multifunctionality were compared for the simulated floodplain 

mosaics on the Pareto frontier, for the eight applicable pairs of services (i.e. 

excluding the two synergistic relationships). All pairs of services showed a positive 

correlation between habitat heterogeneity and multifunctionality (Table 6.2).  

The five ecosystem service indicator optimisations showed similar patterns to the 

majority of the pairwise comparisons. Floodplains that were closer to optimality 

were also less heterogenous (ρ = 0.43). Amongst the six optimal floodplains, more 

heterogenous floodplains provided the five ecosystem service indicators more evenly 

(ρ = 0.53). 
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Table 6.1. Summary of regression models developed for each ecosystem service 

indicator at the quadrat scale. Explanatory variables that were retained in each final 

model following simplification by AIC are shown, with an indication of the 

statistical significance of their coefficient. Increasing numbers of asterisks indicates 

the statistical significance of the coeficient at the p < 0.05, p < 0.01, and p<0.001 

levels respectively. For full details of the models including coefficient values and 

precise statistical significance, please see Appendix D.3. 

Ecosystem service indicator Explanatory variables in the final model  

Floodplain grazing marsh similarity Flood exposure**  

Number of BAP species present Flood exposure*** 

Cattle dung presence Flood exposure***  

Odonate presence Flood exposure***+ flood exposure 

squared*** + vegetation height + spatial 

predictor*** 

Presence of debris Flood exposure** + vegetation height + 

flow distance from nearest flood entry point 

Flood storage volume Flood exposure*** + flood exposure 

squared*** + spatial predictor*** 

Wetland bird presence Flood exposure*** + flood exposure 

squared*** + vegetation height* 
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Figure 6.2. Indicative relationships between seven ecosystem service indicators and 

flood exposure (the mean number of 52 survey occasions when the areas within the 

quadrat was flooded). Black fitted lines in these figures correspond to the response 

variable modelled as a function of flood exposure only. Figures (d), (f), and (g) 

model flood exposure as a second degree polynomial. 
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Figure 6.3. Pairwise trade-off or synergy relationships between the provision of five 

ecosystem service indicators in floodplain mosaics. Each point represents a simulated 

floodplain, coloured by the number of hydrological habitat types present within it. 

The ideal optimal solution in each case is in the top right corner. In each relationship 

Pareto frontiers are marked by black lines, if applicable. Heterogeneity is coloured 

on a white-red spectrum. More heterogeneous floodplain mosaics are coloured white, 

while less heterogeneous mosaics are red. 
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Table 6.2. Relationships between habitat heterogeneity and two general 

characteristics of ecosystem service provision; optimality and evenness. Figure 

numbers correspond to the trade-off plots shown in Figure 6.3.  

Figure 

number 

Service indicator 1 Service indicator 2  Spearman’s ρ 

(heterogeneity 

against 

optimality) 

 Spearman’s 

ρ 

(heterogeneit

y against 

evenness) 

6.3a FGM similarity Odonate abundance -0.85 0.39 

6.3b FGM similarity BAP species richness -0.33 0.95 

6.3c FGM similarity Wetland bird probability -0.11 0.99 

6.3d BAP species 

richness 

Cattle suitability -0.34 0.76 

6.3e BAP species 

richness 

Odonate abundance -0.7 0.68 

6.3f Cattle suitability Odonate abundance -0.79 0.67 

6.3g Cattle suitability Wetland bird probability -0.3 0.99 

6.3h Odonate abundance Wetland bird probability -0.52 0.55 

6.3i FGM similarity Cattle suitability -0.56 NA 

6.3j BAP species 

richness 

Wetland bird probability 0.25 NA 
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6.5. Discussion  

Hydrology has a strong influence on the ecosystem services that a patch of floodplain 

provides (Morris et al. 2009), and in this study the provision of services was 

separated into two bundles across the hydrological gradient. Drier habitat patches 

benefitted the two plant biodiversity indicators because they provided suitable habitat 

for greater numbers of wet grassland plant species (Rodwell 1991; Rodwell 1992 

Wheeler et al. 2004), many of which were distinctive of floodplain grazing marshes, 

BAP-listed species, or both. Drier floodplain patches were also preferred by cattle, 

probably because grassland vegetation is more palatable (Buss et al. 2012), and 

locomotion in wetter environments is more difficult and hazardous (Ballard and 

Krueger 2005). On the other hand, wetter areas provided more suitable habitats for 

wetland birds and odonates (Buckton and Ormerod 1997; Pond Action 2000; Everard 

and Noble 2008), taxa which are often of recreational interest (Green and Elmberg 

2014). Areas with higher flood exposure also accumulated fewer debris items, 

because debris tends to become stranded at high water marks, which are flooded 

infrequently (Storrier et al. 2007). The results for the flood storage indicator cannot 

be interpreted in the same way as the other service indicators. The volume available 

for flood storage was greatest in the quadrats that had the greatest flood exposure. 

However, this relationship is not causative, but rather a result of the fact that the most 

frequently wet areas of the site were located in the topographic low points. 

Mechanistically, the flood storage volume available in these areas would actually 

increase if flooding was less frequent because on average there would be less water 

filling the floodplain. The trade-off between low-intensity agriculture and grassland 

biodiversity in dry areas, and wetland biodiversity and recreational interest in wetter 

areas, is common in European floodplains (Rouquette et al. 2011; Sanon et al. 2012). 

Trade-offs between ecosystem services were driven mainly by the gradient of flood 

exposure, but direct interactions between ecosystem service indicators may 

strengthen these relationships (Bennett et al. 2009). For example, cattle grazing can 

affect plant community composition (Schaich et al. 2010c), and disturb birds (Paine 

et al. 1996).  

The hydrological heterogeneity of the simulated floodplain mosaics affected the 

provision of ecosystem services because of the underlying relationships between 

flood exposure and service provision. Different quadrats varied in the contribution 

that they made to the ecosystem service provision of a mosaic, and some quadrats 

were superior to others in the context of each simulation. Some quadrats were 

therefore redundant; the service provision of a mosaic could be improved by 

replacing them. Highly heterogeneous floodplain mosaics tended to be suboptimal 

because, by chance, they contained greater numbers of redundant patches. The 

optimisation process gradually replaced the redundant patches to enhance ecosystem 

service provision, and because the provision of services depended on hydrology, 

optimisation tended to select groups of patches that had similar (or identical, as 

resampling was conducted with replacement) flood exposures. Optimal floodplains 
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were thus hydrologically specialised to provide their target services, and as a result 

were comparatively homogenous. The negative relationship between habitat 

heterogeneity and ecosystem service optimality is likely to be general, because most 

ecosystem services require specific environmental conditions (Maskell et al. 2013), 

and are enhanced when there is a greater area of suitable habitat (Barbier et al. 2008; 

Smukler et al. 2010).  

Optimal floodplain mosaics were less heterogeneous than many suboptimal ones, but 

there was variation in heterogeneity among the optimal mosaics. Floodplains that 

were optimised and monofunctional were the most homogenous, because they were 

composed exclusively of habitat patches that provided the environmental conditions 

necessary for one service indicator. On the other hand, optimal mosaics that provided 

an even balance of multiple ecosystem service indictors were more heterogenous. 

More heterogeneous habitats were more multifunctional because contrasting 

hydrological conditions provided different ecosystem service indicators (Mander et 

al. 2007). Multifunctionality may not always be enhanced by habitat heterogeneity, 

for example, in cases where multiple ecosystem services require similar habitat 

conditions (i.e. synergies). However, different ecosystem services commonly require 

different habitat conditions, resulting in trade-offs in provision (Rodríguez et al. 

2006; Bennett et al. 2009), and the provision of many services scales positively with 

increasing habitat area (Barbier et al. 2008; Smukler et al. 2010). It is therefore likely 

that habitat heterogeneity will be required to provide multifunctionality (Mander et 

al. 2007).  

In reality the majority of habitats are likely to be suboptimal in providing ecosystem 

services, because habitat management is subject to a range of physical, legal, and 

financial constraints (Rohde et al. 2006). The findings of the present study suggest 

that to improve the management of ecosystem services towards optimality, it is 

necessary to understand the specific environmental conditions that each service 

requires. It may be easier to provide optimal, monofunctional habitats, because the 

habitat conditions that are required to provide only one service must be understood, 

and it is not necessary to understand any trade-offs. Optimal, multifunctional habitats 

may be more complex to design because the habitat requirements, scaling 

relationships, and interactions between a number of ecosystem services must be 

known (Lovell and Johnston 2009; O’Farrell and Anderson 2010). While data on the 

physical and ecological drivers of ecosystem service provision can be lacking 

(Kremen 2005), in many cases such drivers are understood at least broadly (Wheaton 

et al. 2008), so it may be possible to approximate the effects of management with 

enough precision to create outcomes that are close to optimal, or at least satisfactory. 

Alternatively, adaptive management could be applied to fine-tune habitat 

management over time, to optimise the provision of multiple ecosystem services 

simultaneously (Kremen 2005; Folke et al. 2005).  

Multifunctionality may be achieved in many cases through managing habitats to 

increase heterogeneity. However, an understanding of the habitat conditions that 
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each ecosystem service requires is still necessary, as there are likely to be some 

habitat types that are redundant with respect to the target services. Furthermore, an 

understanding of the spatial scaling relationships of the individual ecosystem 

services is required so that decisions can be made about the proportional cover of 

different habitat types (Barbier et al. 2008). In reality, habitat management is 

unlikely to target maximum evenness in ecosystem service provision, but will 

attempt to balance the provision of different ecosystem services in a way that is 

satisfactory to the relevant stakeholders (Ananda and Herath 2009). Information on 

the weighting that stakeholders place on different ecosystem services would 

therefore be critical when precisely designing habitat heterogeneity. More generally, 

it is encouraging that some level of multifunctionality appears to be very common; 

even the scenarios that optimised one service provided some level of others (Figure 

6.3). In some trade-offs, substantial levels of apparently conflicting service indicators 

could be provided together. For example, one optimal floodplain mosaic was entirely 

suitable for cattle production, and also provided suitable habitat for odonates (Figure 

6.3f), despite the different hydrological requirements of these service indicators. 

The simulation methodology used in this study did not take into account the spatial 

structure of the floodplain mosaics. Spatial structure is likely to have an impact on 

the ecosystem services provided, as some services are affected by habitat 

connectivity (Mitchell et al. 2013), or require different kinds of habitat to be adjacent 

to each other; for example, wetland birds require open water with adjacent vegetated 

banksides (Buckton and Ormerod 1997). It was not possible to model such aspects of 

spatial structure in this study, presenting opportunities for future research. 

Investigations of the impacts of other aspects of habitat structure, such as habitat 

connectivity, or beta diversity, could help to better understand the relationships 

between the general characteristics of habitat composition and the ecosystem 

services that they provide.  

 

6.6. Conclusion 

This study has shown that the hydrological heterogeneity of a floodplain mosaic has 

an impact on both the optimality of the ecosystem services it provides, and its 

multifunctionality. Some level of multifunctionality is likely to be almost ubiquitous 

in habitat mosaics, and notable levels of multiple service indicators can be provided 

even when they require very different environmental conditions. Habitat 

management that aims to provide multifunctionality should create heterogeneity in 

habitat conditions, but should ensure the provision of suitable habitat conditions for 

the specific ecosystem services that are desired. Creating habitat heterogeneity 

without an understanding of the specific requirements of the target services is risky, 

because there is a chance that the resulting suites of services will be far from optimal. 
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7. Impacts of ecosystem service information on people’s 

preferences for habitat management 

The work of previous chapters improved our understanding of the relationships 

between floodplain management and ecosystem service provision. The present 

chapter investigates the ways that such information might be applied by decision 

makers, and thus assesses the impacts that ecosystem service frameworks may have 

on habitat management practices. It is important to understand how ecosystem 

service frameworks are likely to affect habitat management, because such 

frameworks are increasingly recommended in policy and guidance. This study used 

knowledge of four ecosystem services that were investigated in Chapters 4, 5, and 6, 

and combined an understanding of how these services work at Fishlake with 

knowledge gained from the wider literature. This information was used to 

hypothesise seven alternative management scenarios for use in a public decision 

making exercise.  

This study compared the variability of groups of people’s preferences for habitat 

management scenarios. Different treatment groups were provided with contrasting 

detail on the ecosystem service impacts of the scenarios. People’s preferences for 

management scenarios are important in determining the decisions that are made, so 

variability in preferences may have implications for management practices. This 

study has been prepared for submission to Conservation Letters, and the manuscript 

has been lightly edited and extended for this thesis. The sections have been re-

numbered and text has been formatted for consistency with the thesis, and all 

references can be found in the general references section. 
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7.1. Abstract 

Detailed information on the trade-offs and synergies between the provision of 

ecosystem services should help to inform a more balanced approach to habitat 

management. However, the impact of ecosystem service information on habitat 

management decision making is not well known. When people have an 

understanding of the impacts of management on greater numbers of ecosystem 

services, there may be more variability between their preferences for habitat 

management options. People may show more variable preferences when provided 

with ecosystem service information firstly because such information can highlight 

the benefits of management options that would otherwise appear suboptimal. Second, 

if people are provided with information on a greater number of ecosystem services 

then they must balance a greater number of trade-offs between services. People 

balance trade-offs based on their biases towards the various ecosystem services that 

they are aware of, and with more biases to consider there is a greater chance that 

variability in biases between people will lead them to show different preferences. In 

this study the preferences that people showed for different floodplain management 

scenarios were analysed using an online participatory decision making exercise. 

Participants were provided with different amounts of ecosystem service information, 

and the variability of preferences within groups was analysed. The treatment group 

that was provided with the most detailed information exhibited the greatest variation 

in responses. More variable preferences for habitat management scenarios amongst a 

group of people could have implications for habitat management decision making 

and may lead to more multifunctional management practices. 

 

7.2. Introduction 

Historically, habitats have commonly been managed for specific purposes, such as 

the production of food or clean water (Raudsepp-Hearne et al. 2010b). This has led 

to degradation of many of the less obvious benefits that habitats can provide (i.e. 

ecosystem services) (Tallis and Polasky 2009). In contrast, an ecosystem service 

framework should inform people about a broader range of benefits, and thus reveal 

the trade-offs between different uses of a habitat (Raudsepp-Hearne et al. 2010a). An 

awareness of multiple trade-offs is expected to result in more holistic decision 

making, which may encourage multifunctional habitat management (Fish 2011). 

Ecosystem service frameworks are increasingly recommended in habitat 

management policy and guidance (Fisher et al. 2008; Fish and Haines-Young 2011). 

However, little is known about the impacts that such frameworks can have on 

management decision making; there are relatively few well-documented case studies 

(Goldman et al. 2008; Laurans et al. 2013; Ruckelshaus et al. in press), and fewer 

experimental tests (although see Shaw (2012)). 

It is complex to predict how an ecosystem service framework will affect habitat 

management, because management decisions are made at a range of personal, 
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organisational, and community scales (Bakus 1978; Fish and Haines-Young 2011) 

(Castles et al. 1971). People’s preferences for different habitat management options 

can give an insight into the potential outcomes of decision making processes, 

because preferences will affect an individuals’ actions and interactions with other 

people (Bakus 1982). The psychology of preferences is in itself complex (Simon 

1952; March 1978), but we can assume that in general, people will prefer habitat 

management options that provide suites of ecosystem services that they consider to 

be important (March 1978). An individual’s preferences for habitat management are 

based partly on their understanding of the different options, including their 

knowledge of the likely ecosystem service outcomes (Kørnøv and Thissen 2000). If 

people are acting rationally we may assume that they will avoid options that they 

believe to be suboptimal; options which can be improved upon without trading one 

service off against another (Tversky and Kahneman 1986). If there are multiple 

optimal scenarios, or if the optimality of the various management options is not clear, 

people will use the information that is available to them to decide how to balance 

trade-offs between multiple ecosystem services (Craik 1972; Koontz and Thomas 

2006). This decision will be personal, because it will depend on relative value that an 

individual places on the various services (i.e. their bias toward different services) 

(March 1978; Hogan 2002).  

Information on a greater number of ecosystem services may alter people’s 

preferences for management options in two ways. First, options that appear 

suboptimal when few ecosystem services are considered may be revealed as being 

optimal when information on a broader range of services is available. Much 

ecosystem services research aims to make use of this mechanism; for example, 

studies that describe the non-market benefits provided by natural ecosystems hope 

that this information will increase interest in conservation (Armsworth et al. 2007; 

Laurans and Mermet in press). Second, additional ecosystem service information will 

alter people’s perception of the net utility of a habitat management option, because 

people weight the value of each ecosystem service differently (Kumar and Kumar 

2008). Increased information may therefore shift the balance of preferences between 

habitat management options (Costanza 2000; Laurans and Mermet in press).  

Increasing the number of ecosystem services that are described is likely to alter 

individual preferences for management options, and this in turn may alter the pattern 

of preferences amongst a group of people. If a greater number of habitat management 

options appear optimal then fewer suboptimal options can be immediately discounted 

through logic, so people must consider the net value of a greater number of options. 

Additionally, people must weigh up the net balance of a wider range of ecosystem 

services, and a greater number of trade-offs, thus making the decision problem more 

complex (DeShazo and Fermo 2002). With a greater number of ecosystem services 

and trade-offs to consider there is more scope for an individuals’ biases towards 

certain ecosystem services to lead them to make different decisions, and we might 

therefore expect to see increased variability in preferences amongst people.  
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Variability in preferences for habitat management options amongst a group of people 

may have direct consequences for habitat management. If the group of people are 

making a decision together then a range of opinions may help to form a more 

balanced consensus (Curtis and Lockwood 2000; van Wensem 2013). Alternatively, 

if the group of people are responsible for managing separate areas within a landscape 

then variable preferences may result in them choosing different strategies, thus 

creating spatial heterogeneity in the services that are provided (Hansson et al. 2005). 

This spatial heterogeneity in ecosystem service provision can allow 

multifunctionality at the landscape scale (Mander et al. 2007). 

In this study we consider the impact that information about increasing numbers of 

ecosystem services can have on people’s preferences for management options. We 

also investigate whether there is a difference in preferences when people are 

provided with quantitative data on the ecosystem service impacts of habitat 

management, compared to when they are made aware of additional ecosystem 

services qualitatively. We investigate these questions through a decision making 

exercise, based at a lowland river floodplain case study. Ecosystem service 

frameworks are of key interest for floodplain management (Morris et al. 2009; 

Posthumus et al. 2010; Sanon et al. 2012), as these environments have historically 

been intensively managed for a narrow range of purposes (Tockner and Stanford 

2002), despite their potential to provide a greater range of services (Posthumus et al. 

2010; Rouquette et al. 2011). 

 

7.3. Methods 

Individual preferences for habitat management options can be quantified in a number 

of ways; for example through informal discussion, structured or semi-structured 

interviews (Rowe and Frewer 2005), or fully factorial choice experiment surveys 

(Westerberg et al. 2010). The present study used a quantitative survey that asked 

participants to choose between pairs of competing management scenarios, in order to 

gauge the relative preference of each scenario. A quantitative approach was chosen 

so that the variability in preferences between participants could be analysed 

objectively. A quantitative choice experiment method was not used because this 

method would require participants to consider all possible combinations of 

ecosystem services, even if some combinations are not realistic because of the 

underlying physical or ecological mechanisms. This study instead asked participants 

to indicate their preferences for seven management scenarios that were developed 

based on an understanding of the effects of hydrology on service provision. 

Students and staff from The University of Sheffield (United Kingdom) were 

recruited for an online decision making exercise over two periods; once in June and 

once in September 2013. Participants were asked to take on the role of a 

representative of a local community during a consultation on a floodplain 

management project, and were asked to make a series of pairwise choices between 
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seven management scenarios. The scenarios were hypothetical but were based on 

knowledge of a real scheme: the Fishlake Wetlands project in South Yorkshire in the 

United Kingdom.  

The provision of four ecosystem service indicators was considered in this study; the 

presence of European water voles (Arvicola amphibius), the capacity of the 

floodplain for regulating floods downstream, the species richness of wetland birds, 

and the herd size of beef cattle. The presence of water voles, a species of high 

conservation interest in the UK (Strachan et al. 2011), was used as an indicator of the 

biodiversity conservation value of the floodplain. The return frequency of a flood 

event that would cause minor damage to a downstream village was used as an 

indicator of the flood regulatory service provided by the floodplain (Wharton and 

Gilvear 2007). The size of the cattle herd that could be sustained on the floodplain 

was used as an indicator of the provision service of beef production (Morris and 

Brewin in press), and the species richness of wetland birds that were likely to be 

present was used as an indicator of wildlife recreation, because many wetland birds 

are of recreational interest (Green and Elmberg 2014). 

Seven hypothetical floodplain management scenarios were developed, varying from 

a floodplain with almost continuous standing water (scenario A), to one that rarely 

flooded (scenario G). The impact of each scenario on ecosystem service provision 

was then estimated using knowledge of the relationships between flood frequency 

and ecosystem service provision. The seven scenarios were designed to be realistic, 

but also to fulfil the requirements of the experimental design, for example, none of 

the ecosystem services were completely synergistic with each other. This was to 

ensure that providing participants with information about increasing numbers of 

ecosystem services would make it necessary for them to consider a greater number of 

trade-offs. 
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Table 7.1. Factor levels for the seven floodplain management scenarios. 

Scenario Frequency of 

flooding in local 

village (years) 

Water vole 

presence 

Number of beef 

cows present 

Wetland bird 

species 

richness 

A 20 No 0 8 

B 21 Yes 0 5 

C 22 Yes 0 4 

D 23 Yes 20 3 

E 24 No 25 2 

F 25 No 20 1 

G 26 No 35 0 

 

Water voles were predicted to be present at three of the four wetter scenarios (B, C, 

and D; Table 7.1) because the species requires standing water and associated 

bankside habitats (Strachan et al. 2011). Water voles were not predicted to be present 

at the wettest scenario because this was hypothesised as an extensive water body 

with high connectivity to the river and a dynamic shoreline, which would not provide 

the steep banks that water voles typically require (Strachan et al. 2011). Downstream 

flooding was expected to become linearly less frequent as the scenarios became drier 

(Table 7.1), because in drier scenarios it was expected that, on average, less of the 

floodplain would be filled with water. There would therefore be a greater capacity 

for water to be removed from the river and into the floodplain during periods of high 

flow. The frequency of flooding changed over a small range (every 20 - 26 years) 

because the regulatory capacity of most individual floodplain wetlands is relatively 

small; it is the net effect of multiple flood storage areas in a catchment that is of 

importance (Baek et al. 2012). A flood frequency in the range of 20 - 26 years is 

slightly more frequent than would normally be expected in the UK, but the 

Environment Agency’s highest flood risk category includes flood return periods of 

30 years (Environment Agency 2014). Additionally there was an experimental reason 

for using a relatively high flood return period; preliminary testing of factor levels 

found that participants tended to discount more realistic flood frequencies (e.g. 50 – 

100 years; (Marsh 2008). Wetland bird species richness was assumed to be zero at 

the driest scenario, and to linearly increase up to the second wettest scenario (Table 

7.1), as the diversity of wetland habitats was predicted in increase. The wettest 

scenario (A; Table 7.1) was hypothesised to provide habitat for considerably more 

wetland species due to the increased area of water bodies and provision of shoreline 
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habitat suitable for wading birds (Rafe et al. 1985; Traut and Hostetler 2004). It was 

assumed that that it would not be economically feasible to graze beef at the 

floodplain below a certain threshold (20 cattle), and that beef production would thus 

only be possible at the driest four scenarios (D, E, F, and G; Table 7.1). The bimodal 

pattern of herd size over these scenarios (peaking at scenarios E and G; Table 7.1) is 

partially an experimental construct, as it was desirable that cattle production was not 

completely synergistic with flood regulation. It is feasible that the use of different 

breeds could give rise to this scenario; a more productive breed could be used in F 

and G, while a more hardy breed could be grazed in scenarios D and E. 

Prior to beginning the decision making exercise, participants were introduced to the 

site and management problem and were provided with photographs and a brief text 

overview of a number of ecosystem service indicators, including a description of 

their importance to the local community. Participants were randomly assigned to one 

of three treatment groups of increasing information complexity, and were asked to 

make a series of choices between pairs of management scenarios, which were 

represented as text (see Appendix E1-3 for example questions). To reduce participant 

fatigue, each individual answered approximately half of the pairwise combinations in 

each treatment group (either 10 or 11 questions). A formal non-committal option was 

not included, but participants were able to ignore questions if they desired, providing 

an informal non-committal option (De Vaus 2002). 

In the first treatment group (the simple treatment) participants were aware of a trade-

off between flood risk and providing habitat for water voles (see Appendix E.1 for an 

example question). The driest management scenario (G) would provide the greatest 

capacity for removing flood water from the river at extreme levels, thus reducing 

flood frequency downstream at the local village most effectively (Table 7.1). On the 

other hand, the intermediately wet scenarios B, C, and D supported a water vole 

population, with D being the most balanced of these options because it was superior 

to scenarios B and C in terms of reducing flood frequency (Table 7.1).  

In the second treatment group (intermediate treatment), participants were informed 

about a further two ecosystem services; the size of the cattle herd that could be 

sustained on the floodplain and the species richness of wetland birds that were likely 

to be present. These two ecosystem services were described in the introductory 

section of the survey, and participants were informed that some wetland birds require 

habitats similar to water voles, and that there is a conflict between management for 

water voles and for cattle. Participants therefore had an approximate understanding 

of the potential trade-offs between services, but were not informed of the detailed 

impacts of each management scenario on their provision (see Appendix E.2 for an 

example question). 

In the third treatment group (complex treatment) participants were given detailed 

information describing the impacts of each management scenario on all four 

ecosystem services (see Appendix E.3 for an example question). According to this 
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information, the management scenario that would best reduce flood risk (G) would 

also support the largest cattle population, but would provide no wetland bird species. 

Scenario D would provide habitat for water voles and would perform at an 

intermediate level for both providing wetland birds for recreation and supporting 

cattle (Table 7.1). Scenario A was designed to maximise wetland bird species 

richness, but this choice would not provide water voles and had the highest flood 

risk.In each treatment group the underlying floodplain management scenarios were 

therefore the same, but participants were provided with different amounts of 

information that described them.  

Relative preference for each management scenario was measured as the proportion of 

times that the scenario was chosen, divided by the number of times that it was chosen 

plus the number of times that it “lost” against another scenario. Therefore, non-

decisions in which the participant made no choice were excluded from analysis. To 

investigate whether the relative preference for scenarios differed between treatment 

groups, pairwise comparisons were made using Pearson’s chi-squared contingency 

tables. In each case the expected frequencies were generated to take into account the 

relative response rates for different scenarios. To quantify variation in preferences 

within treatments, evenness of preference was calculated as Pielou’s J of the 

proportional preference for each management scenario (Zar 2010). More variable 

preferences between participants would result in greater evenness, and  higher J 

scores. The significance of differences in variability between treatments was assessed 

pairwise using a bootstrap method whereby the participant responses from the two 

treatments were pooled and resampled, and the difference in J between the two 

resampled populations was compared 1000 times (Edgington 1995).  

To assess the potential bias of participants towards different ecosystem services, 

eight additional questions were asked during the survey. Participants were asked to 

indicate how positively they agreed with two statements about each ecosystem 

service, using a five-level Likert scale (statements are listed in Appendix E.4). 

Patterns in the correlation matrix of these responses were visualised using principal 

components analysis. To assess whether there were any systematic biases between 

the treatment groups, the Bray-Curtis similarities of participant bias responses were 

compared across the three treatment groups using ANOSIM. All statistical analyses 

were conducted in R (R Core Team 2012), and the vegan package was used to 

conduct ANOSIM (Oksanen et al 2007). 

 

7.4. Results 

In total the decision making exercise received 297 respondents who made 3054 

preference choices, with responses split almost evenly between the two survey 

periods. The pattern of participant preferences did not noticeably differ between the 

two survey periods so they were pooled for further analyses. Response rate was 

approximately equal between the three treatment groups, but was greatest for the 
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simple treatment (109 participants, 1134 decisions). The complex treatment received 

the second greatest response rate (99 participants, 1003 decisions) and the 

intermediate treatment received the lowest (89 participants, 917 decisions). The 

majority of participants (251 of 297) responded to the bias statements. Participants 

varied in their potential biases towards the four ecosystem services; principal 

component one grouped participants who were potentially biased towards water vole 

conservation and bird viewing (28% of variance explained, Figure 7.1a), while 

principal component two split these participants from those who were more likely to 

be biased towards flood regulation and beef production (22% of variance explained, 

Figure 7.1a). There was no significant difference in the responses of participants to 

the bias questions between the three treatment groups (ANOSIM; n = 251, R < 

0.001, p = 0.463; Figure 7.1b).  

 

Figure 7.1. Principal components analysis of participant responses to bias questions. 

(a) Loadings of question variables for PC1 and PC2. V1 and V2 are loadings for 

questions about water vole bias, B1 and B2 correspond to questions about bird 

viewing, F1 and F2 are about flood risk bias, and C1 and C2 are about cattle farming. 

See SI4 for question details. (b) Participants plotted by their PC1 and PC2 scores.  

In the simple and intermediate treatments, the strongest preferences were shown for 

the objectively optimal management scenarios; G, which had the least frequent 

flooding, and D, the scenario in which water voles were present that had least 

frequent flooding (Figure 7.2, top and centre panels; Table 7.1). The least preferred 

scenarios were A, which had the most frequent flooding and no water voles, and E, 

which also had no water voles and an intermediate flood return period (Figure 7.2, 

top and centre panels; Table 7.1). In the complex treatment the strongest preference 

was shown for management scenario B, which performed poorly for beef production 

and flood risk reduction, but relatively well for bird species richness, and supported 

water voles (Figure 7.2, bottom panel; Table 7.1). The marginally least preferred 

scenario in the complex treatment group was A, in which the local village flooded 

most frequently and there were no cattle or water voles present. However, scenario A 
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provided habitat for the greatest number of wetland birds (Figure 7.2, bottom panel; 

Table 7.1). Relative preferences for the scenarios differed significantly between the 

simple and intermediate treatments (X
2
 = 492, df = 13, p < 0.001), the intermediate 

and complex treatments (X
2
 = 1376.2, df = 13, p < 0.001), and the simple and 

complex treatments (X
2
 = 508.9, df = 13, p < 0.001). Variability in preferences 

between participants was lowest in the intermediate treatment group (J = 0.933), 

followed by the simple treatment group (J = 0.943). The complex treatment group 

showed the most variable preferences (J = 0.987). The variability in preferences of 

the simple and complex, and intermediate and complex treatment groups was 

significantly different following the bootstrap procedure at the p < 0.001 level. The 

variability of preferences in the simple and intermediate treatments was not 

significantly different (p = 0.8). 
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Figure 7.2. Proportional preferences for seven floodplain management scenarios in 

three treatment groups. The top panel indicates the simple treatment, the centre panel 

indicates the intermediate treatment group, and the bottom panel indicates the 

complex treatment group. 
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7.5. Discussion 

Participants showed significantly different preferences for habitat management 

scenarios, depending on the ecosystem service information that was available to 

them. The group of participants that were provided with the most extensive 

ecosystem service information had the most variable preferences for management 

options. If these patterns in preferences for habitat management options hold true in 

different decision making contexts, they are likely to have implications for habitat 

management. 

People’s preferences for habitat management scenarios are affected by their 

understanding of the ecosystem service outcomes of the available options, and their 

personal biases towards particular ecosystem services (March 1978; Hogan 2002). In 

this study there was no significant difference in bias indicators between the treatment 

groups, so the observed differences in the pattern of preferences were most likely due 

to the different levels of ecosystem service information that participants were given. 

In the simple and intermediate treatment groups, participants preferred the optimal 

scenarios (G and D), indicating that they had utilised the available information to 

identify the trade-off between providing water vole habitat and reducing flood risk. 

Some choices favoured the scenarios that benefitted water voles, while others 

favoured flood risk reduction, indicating that personal biases led people to balance 

the trade-offs between these services in different ways. 

It is interesting that participants in the simple and intermediate treatment groups 

showed no significant difference in variability of preferences for habitat management 

options, despite the additional ecosystem services that participants in the 

intermediate treatment group were aware of. It is possible that the coarse level of 

detail that was used to describe the additional services in the intermediate treatment 

may have led participants to consider them simply as either synergistic (wetland bird 

species richness) or conflicting (cattle herd size) with water vole presence. This 

broad understanding of ecosystem services would not reveal any further trade-offs 

between the services that could be provided, so would not greatly increase the 

complexity of the decisions that participants made (Ananda and Herath 2009). It has 

previously been suggested that qualitative descriptions of ecosystem service impacts 

may be a cost-effective way to implement ecosystem service frameworks (Busch et 

al. 2012), but the results of the present study suggest that a detailed knowledge of the 

ecosystem service impacts of management is required to alter preferences for 

management options (Naidoo et al. 2008; Aronson et al. 2010). 

Participants in the complex treatment had the most variable preferences for habitat 

management scenarios. It is possible that participants had more variable preferences 

because the additional information confused them, leading them to select options at 

random (de Palma et al. 1994). However, this is unlikely because while the complex 

treatment involved more information than the simple or intermediate treatments, it 

presented a comparatively simple choice problem. A major study of information 



124 

 

overload found no evidence of participant confusion with less than 10 options (i.e. 

scenarios), or 15 attributes (i.e. ecosystem services) (Malhotra 1982). The additional 

information in the complex treatment revealed the benefits of the management 

scenario that appeared suboptimal in the simple treatment (A); thus making it more 

attractive. Additionally, the broader range of information meant that people had to 

consider a larger number of biases when making decisions, and the decision was 

therefore more complex. Some participants were biased towards wetland bird species 

richness or cattle herd size, and consequently preferred management scenarios that 

prioritised one of these services; for example, scenario A gave the best outcome in 

terms of wetland bird species richness but performed poorly for the other services. 

Other participants balanced the complex series of trade-offs in a way that was 

desirable to them; for example, the most favoured scenario B balanced the trade-off 

between maximising wetland bird species richness and ensuring water vole presence.  

The results of this study suggest that individual preferences for management options 

can be affected by an ecosystem service framework. However, it is not known how 

these individual preferences will affect decision making at the level of groups and 

organisations (Fish and Haines-Young 2011). The process of choice and decision 

making is well studied (Simon 1952; Bakus 1982; March 1978; Tonn et al. 2000), 

but there are few documented case studies relevant to habitat management (Koontz 

and Thomas 2006; Naidoo et al. 2009; Ruckelshaus et al. in press). The implications 

of variability in preferences for decision making will depend on the structure of the 

organisation making the decisions. In top-down management systems, for example 

when decisions are made by groups, variation in preferences among people may 

encourage consensus-building (Tonn et al. 2000; Fish and Haines-Young 2011; van 

Wensem 2013). The decisions that are made will depend on individual personalities 

and group composition (Gruenfeld et al. 1996; Kørnøv and Thissen 2000), but by 

making trade-offs more explicit and formalising the requirement to consider a wider 

range of benefits, an ecosystem service framework should support people who 

represent ecosystem services that have not been recognised in the past (Laurans and 

Mermet in press). In bottom-up management systems, where independent decision 

makers make a number of separate decisions, differing preferences for habitat 

management options may result in a mosaic of habitat practices, and thus ecosystem 

service provision, across a landscape (Hansson et al. 2005). The impacts of 

ecosystem service information on habitat management decision making will thus 

depend on the nature of the organisation making the decisions; top-down systems 

may be vulnerable to domination by powerful groups or individuals (Selman 1998; 

Holmes and Scoones 2001), while there is less opportunity for planning or 

consensus-building in bottom-up systems, so the results will depend largely on the 

preference and bias composition of the group, rather than being systematically 

organised to achieve specific targets. 

It is hoped that ecosystem service frameworks will encourage habitat management 

that is based on a more informed understanding of the range of options that are 
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available (Tallis and Polasky 2009; Fish and Haines-Young 2011). This study 

analysed the impacts of ecosystem service information on people’s preferences for 

habitat management scenarios, but to further evaluate the utility of the approach, 

decision making at higher levels must be monitored and analysed (Koontz and 

Thomas 2006). Such research would better inform the application of ecosystem 

service information to real-world management problems. 
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8. General discussion 

An ecosystem service framework should provide information that makes decision 

makers more aware of the broad range of benefits that habitats can provide, thus 

enabling them to predict the effects of habitat management on the provision of 

multiple services. This study aimed to inform the implementation of ecosystem 

services as a framework for managing habitats, with a particular focus on the 

hydrological management of floodplains. Specifically, it aimed to (1) provide a better 

understanding of the ecological impacts of increasing floodplain hydrological 

connectivity, (2) provide a framework for analysing the quality of recreational 

experiences at small spatial scales, (3) explore the effects of floodplain hydrological 

heterogeneity on ecosystem service optimality and habitat multifunctionality, and (4) 

investigate the effects of ecosystem service information at different levels of detail 

on people’s preferences for floodplain management scenarios. This chapter reviews 

the principal findings of the study before discussing the implications for floodplain 

management and the implementation of ecosystem service frameworks more 

generally. To conclude, the chapter outlines future directions for implementation and 

research. 

  

8.1 Principal findings 

8.1.1. Effects of hydrology on floodplain ecology 

Chapters 3 and 4 of this thesis analysed the relationships between hydrological 

conditions and two ecological components of floodplains. In Chapter 3, changes in 

plant community composition were analysed over a period of four years, during 

which the hydrological connectivity between the river and floodplain was increased. 

The plant community in the Fishlake floodplain changed in composition following 

reconnection, and the changes in composition could be explained by the functional 

traits of species. Changes in community composition were mainly due to changes in 

the abundance of species that were present in the floodplain prior to restoration, with 

limited colonisation by new species. Over the first, drier, two-year period of the 

study, competitive plant species increased in abundance and colonised new parts of 

the floodplain, while moisture-tolerant species generally declined in abundance. Over 

the second and wetter two year period, moisture tolerant species were more likely to 

increase in abundance while species with more competitive traits declined. Over both 

periods the relationships between functional traits and performance were not 

constant, but varied depending on the specific hydrological conditions at the sample 

plot. Overall, the plant community did not change significantly in relation to the 

target community of floodplain grazing marsh over the first two years of the study, 

but became significantly less similar to the target during the second two years of the 

study (between 2011-2013).   
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The findings of Chapter 3 are consistent with previous floodplain grassland studies in 

finding that colonisation by new species following hydrological restoration can be 

limited (Donath et al. 2003; Bissels et al. 2004; Rosenthal 2006; Gerard et al. 2008). 

It is likely that the trajectory of plant community change was constrained by the low 

rate of colonisation by new species, so future floodplain restoration projects must 

attempt to restore functional, ecological connectivity for source populations, as well 

as strucural, hydrological connectivity to the river.  

In Chapter 4 the distribution and habitat preferences of European water voles 

(Arvicola terrestris) in the Fishlake floodplain was compared prior to and following 

the reconnection of the river (over a period of four years). Water voles preferred 

wider water bodies with taller and more diverse vegetation, and showed no range 

contractions within the active floodplain area, and an apparent expansion into one 

previously unoccupied area. Chapter 4 provides the first study of the habitat 

preferences of water voles in a floodplain wetland. Habitat preferences were 

consistent with the theory that extensive wetlands can provide suitable habitat for 

water voles, suggesting that restoration of wetlands could provide refuges for the 

species (Barreto et al. 1998a; Barreto et al. 1998b; Macdonald et al. 2002; Carter and 

Bright 2003). Previous reports have suggested that flood events can negatively 

impact water vole populations (Macpherson et al. 2003; Moorhouse et al. 2009), 

which could negate the positive effects of creating wetland habitats in floodplains. 

Chapter 4 provides a unique record of the impacts of floodplain reconnection on a 

resident water vole population, and reports no noticeable negative impact of 

substantial flooding on the water vole distribution in the floodplain. This indicates 

that water voles may be able to cope with the disturbance caused by flooding, and 

may thus benefit from future floodplain restoration projects (Barreto et al. 1998a).  

 

8.1.2. Analysing the provision of recreational experiences at a fine spatial resolution 

In Chapter 5 the provision and delivery of recreational experiences was investigated. 

In particular, this chapter focused on the importance of visitor interactions with 

habitat components in determining the quality of a recreational experience. The 

quality of the visitor experience was quantified in relation to one positive habitat 

component (odonates) and one negative habitat component (debris). Field data 

describing the spatial distribution and noticeability of the two habitat components 

were combined to estimate the number of each that a visitor standing at a particular 

location in the floodplain would be likely to experience. The net recreational impact 

of the habitat components was quantified using a willingness to pay approach which 

allowed the positive perception that people had of odonates to be traded-off against 

the negative perception that they had of debris items. The recreational experience 

model was used to demonstrate the importance of considering the interaction 

between habitat components and the visitor in determining experience quality. 

Models of recreational experience that did not consider the observation rate of 
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odonates and debris gave substantially different results to those that considered this 

interaction between the visitor and the habitat. The development of the recreational 

experience model gave a better understanding of how recreational experiences are 

delivered to people, and the resulting experience model was used to predict 

recreational experience quality at a fine spatial resolution. 

This study is among the first to consider the noticeability of habitat components 

when analysing the delivery of recreational experiences from habitats to people. The 

study also utilised techniques from environmental economics in a novel way to 

calculate an index of net recreational quality. The framework provided in this study 

could be a useful tool for designing habitat management, such as the design of 

wildlife viewing site locations, which was presented as a hypothetical example. The 

modelling framework could be expanded to consider more than two habitat 

components and applied to model recreational experience quality in other habitats.  

 

8.1.3. The impact of hydrological heterogeneity on the provision of multiple 

ecosystem services 

There is increasing interest in understanding how habitat management can affect the 

provision of multiple ecosystem services. In addition to understanding the specific 

trade-offs between particular ecosystem services, it can be useful to describe the 

characteristics of suites of services, for example the optimality of provision 

(Lautenbach et al. 2010) or multifunctionality of a habitat (Wiggering et al. 2006). 

Chapter 6 analysed the responses of seven floodplain ecosystem service indicators to 

a hydrological gradient; the similarity of the plant community to the target 

community (floodplain grazing marsh), the number plant species that were of Local 

Authority biodiversity conservation interest, the capacity for storing flood water from 

the river, and the probabilities of wetland bird presence, odonate (dragonflies and 

damselflies) presence, debris presence, and use by beef cattle. This chapter found 

that although each service responded differently to hydrological conditions, there 

were two broad trade-offs between beef production and grassland biodiversity in dry 

areas, and wetland biodiversity and recreational interest in wetter areas.  

Chapter 6 synthesised information on five of the seven ecosystem service indicators 

(excluding flood storage volume and debris) to provide a better understanding of the 

responses of a whole suite of services to hydrology. The optimality of ecosystem 

service provision and the multifunctionality of simulated floodplain mosaics were 

analysed with respect to their hydrological heterogeneity. Hydrological 

hetereogeneity is a key feature of natural floodplains which is important in 

maintaining the biodiversity of these habitats (Ward et al. 1999). To investigate the 

relationships between heterogeneity and general characteristics of the suite of 

services provided, heterogeneity was correlated against the optimality of the 

ecosystem service provision, and the multifunctionality of the floodplain. In general, 

the habitats that provided ecosystem services optimally were less heterogeneous than 
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those that were further from optimal, suggesting that some specialisation of 

floodplain mosaics is required to reach optimal provision. Amongst the optimal 

floodplain mosaics, those that were more heterogeneous were also more 

multifunctional, suggesting that diversity in habitat types can allow different 

ecosystem services to be provided by different parts of a habitat mosaic. 

Management of habitat heterogeneity for the purpose of multifunctionality may be a 

particularly useful strategy in floodplains, as natural floodplain habitats are 

characteristically heterogeneous (Ward et al. 1999) and that can provide a range of 

ecosystem services (Posthumus et al. 2010). 

The grouping of floodplain ecosystem services into two main clusters is consistent 

with previous studies of trade-offs in floodplain ecosystem services (Rouquette et al. 

2011; Sanon et al. 2012), and Chapter 6 additionally identified more subtle trade-offs 

between pairs of services. The chapter provides one of the first quantitative analyses 

of how general patterns in habitat composition, in this case habitat heterogeneity, can 

affect the broad characteristics of the suite of services a habitat provides. Optimal 

service provision or habitat multifunctionality are attributes that an ecosystem 

service approach might be expected to encourage (Chapter 1). This study provides 

information that may lead floodplains and other habitat types to be better managed to 

achieve optimality or multifunctionality. 

 

8.1.4. Responses of decision makers to ecosystem service information 

Chapter 7 took the opportunity provided by the Fishlake case study, and the research 

presented in the earlier chapters, to explore how ecosystem service information may 

affect habitat management decision making. Participants in a decision making 

exercise were asked to indicate their preferences for seven habitat management 

scenarios, based on different amounts of ecosystem service information. Participants 

in the simplest treatment group were provided with quantitative data about the 

impacts of management scenarios of two ecosystem services. The intermediate 

treatment group were informed about two additional ecosystem services, but were 

not given any quantitative information about these services. Participants in the most 

detailed treatment group were given quantitative information about the effects of 

management scenarios on all four ecosystem services. The information that people 

were provided with had a significant effect on their preferences for different habitat 

management options. An increased amount of information resulted in more variable 

preferences for habitat management scenarios, but only when the participants were 

provided with detailed, quantitative estimates of the effects of habitat management.  

Little is known about the way that providing information about ecosystem services 

may affect habitat management decision making (Goldman et al. 2008; Laurans et al. 

2013; Ruckelshaus et al. in press). This study showed that people responded to 

ecosystem service information and that their preferences for management scenarios 

were accordingly different. It is likely that people’s preferences for management 



130 

 

options were more variable with information on more ecosystem services because 

individuals had personal ecosystem service priorities, so chose to balance trade-offs 

in ways that were desirable to them. More variable habitat management preferences 

within a group of decision makers could drive habitat management towards 

multifunctional outcomes or collaborative decision making (Tonn et al. 2000; Fish 

and Haines-Young 2011). However, decision making is a complex process that 

depends on the interaction between individuals, organisational structure, and socio-

economic constraints (Bakus 1982; Fish and Haines-Young 2011), so it is difficult to 

predict the impacts of variability in preferences on a real-world habitat management. 

 

8.2. Synthesis 

The results from this study develop our understanding of some of the issues with 

implementing ecosystem service frameworks for managing habitats at local scales. 

The findings have implications for the management of lowland river floodplains in 

the UK and elsewhere, and in particular can inform the restoration of floodplains 

through hydrological reconnection. The study also provides insights into the 

mainstream implementation of ecosystem services frameworks more generally. As 

an intensive study of a specific site, this thesis provides a framework for collecting 

ecosystem service data, identifying trade-offs between services, and exploring the 

impacts of different management options on multiple services. The study as a whole 

raises technical questions about how an ecosystem service framework should be 

implemented, and provides insights into the ways that ecosystem service frameworks 

may affect habitat management practices. 

 

8.2.1. Implications for the management of floodplains 

Floodplains in the UK and Europe have been heavily modified by humans (Tockner 

and Stanford 2002, Maltby et al. 2011), but the past management paradigm of 

floodplain disconnection and agricultural intensification is now being replaced by a 

more multifunctional approach to management (Morris et al. 2004; Maltby 2009a; 

Morris et al. 2009). There is increasing interest in restoring more natural 

hydrological regimes in floodplains (Buijse et al. 2002; Tockner and Stanford 2002), 

and it is expected that hydrological restoration will provide suitable conditions for 

floodplain biodiversity (Schiemer et al. 1999). However, there is uncertainty about 

the impacts of floodplain restoration on biodiversity and ecosystem service provision 

(Maltby et al. 2011). Chapter 3 reports that over four years following the restoration 

of hydrological connectivity at Fishlake, the plant communities became less similar 

to the target of floodplain grazing marsh, and Chapter 4 suggests that there has been 

little change in the distribution of water voles in the floodplain over 3 years. 

However, ecological responses to restoration may take several decades (Donath et al. 

2003; Bissels et al. 2004), and flooding at Fishlake was restored within only four 
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years. Furthermore, the Fishlake floodplain was not restored from a completely 

degraded “blank canvas”; the site has historically received infrequent inundation, and 

there have always been some permanent water bodies present (Chapter 2). The 

quality of the ecological baseline may therefore have been high compared to 

restoration projects that re-wet arable land (Comín et al. 2001), so the changes 

brought about by restoration may be less extreme. Other examples of floodplain 

restoration are encouraging, as projects in Denmark (Lauge et al. 2007), Luxembourg 

(Schaich et al. 2010b; Schaich et al. 2010c) and Austria (Funk et al. 2009) have 

shown significant ecological changes towards their targets, over periods of between 

one and three years. The restoration of floodplains through hydrological reconnection 

thus has some potential to enhance wetland biodiversity (Zsuffa and Bogardi 1995; 

Fischenich and Morrow 2000; Buijse et al. 2002; Tockner and Stanford 2002; 

Toogood et al. 2008).  

The Fishlake floodplain in its current state provides substantial biodiversity value, as 

it provides habitat for water voles (Chapter 4), wetland birds (Chapter 6), aquatic 

invertebrates (Chapter 5), and a diverse plant community (Chapter 4). These 

ecological resources provide opportunities for recreation (Chapter 5). Furthermore, 

the floodplain has maintained a flood storage capacity (Chapter 2) and supports the 

same size herd of cattle (Chapter 2, Chapter 6) as it did prior to restoration. Chapter 6 

identified a general trade-off between floodplain patches that provide habitat for 

wetland birds and odonates, and floodplains that are more suitable for cattle 

production, provide a larger flood storage capacity, and provide suitable habitat for 

target plant species. Similar trade-off patterns are well known in floodplains 

(Rouquette et al. 2011; Sanon et al. 2012), but the Fishlake floodplain balances this 

trade-off to provide some level of multifunctionality. 

The Fishlake floodplain is multifunctional at a local scale, but the ecosystem services 

that it provides also add diversity to the suite provided across the wider landscape. 

Floodplain wetlands can provide habitat refuges for wetland and aquatic species 

(Chapter 3, Chapter 4), and ecologically restored floodplains can provide resources 

for nature recreation (Chapter 5, Chapter 7) which may be rare in agricultural and 

urbanised landscapes (Sanon et al. 2012). These functions can be restored to highly 

modified floodplain landscapes by changing the management regime of a relatively 

small area, for example, Fishlake covers only a small part of the historical wetland 

area of the Humberhead Levels (Chapter 2). Hydrological restoration of small areas 

of floodplain could therefore restore some provision of biodiversity and cultural 

ecosystem services to a landscape, with only minor losses in agricultural capacity. 

This is an example at a larger spatial scale of the positive relationship between 

habitat heterogeneity and multifunctionality observed in Chapter 6.  

The restoration of floodplains can add multifunctionality to landscapes, but the 

landscape context of a floodplain restoration project is also critical in determining the 

ecosystem services that it provides. Connectivity between floodplain patches is a key 

feature of natural river systems (Wiens 2002), and is important in determining the 
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composition of ecological communities (Ward et al. 1999; Tockner et al. 1999; 

Reckendorfer et al. 2006). Without functional connectivity to similar habitats, the 

ecological restoration of floodplains can be limited (Chapter 3), and this may 

constrain changes in ecosystem service provision. The configuration of habitats in a 

landscape can also affect recreation, because recreational quality can be higher if 

habitat patches are connected to form longer walking or cycling routes (Briffett 

2001). The position of a floodplain in its catchment can affect its flood regulatory 

capacity, because a network of interconnected flood storage areas is required to 

effectively manage river levels (Baek et al. 2012). In the past, habitat restoration has 

often been conducted opportunistically as funding or land opportunities arise 

(Holmes and Nielsen 1998; Rohde et al. 2006), but this strategy is unlikely to 

provide the required degree of connectivity between floodplain patches. Ideally, 

future floodplain restoration would be planned with consideration of the state of the 

rest of the catchment and surrounding landscape (Harper et al. 1999; Wohl et al. 

2005; Rohde et al. 2006), and river management is increasingly moving in this 

direction (Mainstone and Holmes 2010; Gilvear et al. 2013). At the very least, the 

management of a single floodplain site should consider the benefits that habitat 

management could bring to the wider landscape, and any constraints that the position 

in the catchment may impose. 

  

8.2.2. Implications for the application of ecosystem services as a framework for 

habitat management 

This study has analysed ecosystem service provision at a local scale, across a 

gradient of habitat management. This study helps to bridge the gap between broad 

analyses of ecosystem service provision at large spatial scales (Costanza et al. 1997; 

Chan et al. 2006; Raudsepp-Hearne et al. 2010), and highly detailed analyses of only 

one or two ecosystem services (Brönmark and Hansson 2002; Grossmann 2012), to 

inform the management of multiple services at a single site. The functional 

assessment approach (Maltby 2009b) provided a framework for the rapid initial 

evaluation of wetland ecosystem services, which could be viewed as comparable in 

scope to the Phase 1 habitat surveys used in ecological monitoring under current 

legislation (Byron et al. 2011). Together the chapters of this thesis provide an 

example methodology for measuring and analysing ecosystem services at a local 

scale in considerably more detail, which may be more comparable to the existing 

Environmental or Ecological Impact Assessments (Byron et al. 2011, CIEEM 2013).  

The chapters of this thesis focused on specific questions, but taken as a whole the 

separate studies provide an example of how data on ecosystem services could be 

collected to inform a habitat management problem, such as the design of a habitat 

restoration project. If ecosystem service frameworks become mainstream tools for 

habitat management at local scales, they will likely be implemented by existing 

environmental management organisations, such as wildlife charities, government 
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bodies, and ecological consultancies (Byron et al. 2011). Such organisations are 

limited in resources (Wilson and Hoehn 2006), so ideally ecosystem service data 

should be straightforward and cost-effective to collect. This study focused on 

physical and ecological indicators of ecosystem services which are relatively simple 

to measure and interpret (Hernández-Morcillo et al. 2013). The majority of data 

collection did not require any specialist equipment or expertise (other than ecological 

field skills), so should be within the capabilities of a consultancy company (Byron et 

al. 2006; CIEEM 2013). This study has utilised large amounts of field data, but the 

data collection load could be reduced for site management purposes by reducing the 

number of temporal or spatial replicates. Additionally, some ecosystem service 

indicators may already be monitored under current guidance or legislation. For 

example, water voles and birds were surveyed during the Fishlake project scoping 

study, and the likely impacts of restoration on cattle farming and human safety were 

considered (Hiley et al. 2008; Natural England 2011). It might be that organisations 

can collect additional ecosystem service data at little cost during other surveys, for 

example by recording sightings of debris items, attractive organisms (Chapter 5), 

cattle dung (Chapter 6), or visitor numbers (Chapter 2). There is a risk that 

constraints on data collection may limit the breadth of ecosystem services that a 

project considers, but a combination of field data, spatial modelling (Nelson et al. 

2009; Tallis and Polasky 2009; Guerry et al. 2012),  and benefit transfer from the 

related literature (Dubgaard 2003; Wilson and Hoehn 2006) should provide 

information on a subset of services that is useful in informing habitat management.  

Future ecosystem service frameworks for habitat management must collect 

information on multiple ecosystem services. However, it is equally important to 

consider the choice of index that is used to represent each ecosystem service. In all 

chapters of this thesis the choice of indicator was made with careful consideration for 

practicality and utility, but was subjective (Boyd and Banzhaf 2007). In Chapter 2, 

similarity to floodplain grazing marsh was chosen as the index of plant biodiversity 

“quality”, and in Chapter 4, water vole presence was used as an indicator of the 

biodiversity value provided by this species. In Chapter 5, odonates and debris items 

were chosen to analyse recreational value, and a decision was made about the way 

that these two components were combined to measure net recreational experience 

quality. The choice of index is likely to have consequences for decision making; in 

Chapter 5 the results of the wildlife viewing site study were different depending on 

the index of recreational quality that was used. In Chapter 6 the way that ecosystem 

service indicators were measured, and the way that they scaled up from the patch to 

the mosaic scale, affected the trade-off relationships between different services. In 

Chapter 7, people’s preferences for habitat management scenarios were different 

depending on whether they were provided with qualitative or quantitative 

descriptions of ecosystem service value.  

An ecosystem service can be described using many different indicators (Hernández-

Morcillo et al. 2013), but the findings of this study can be used to suggest three 
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criteria for selecting useful ecosystem service indicators. First, ecosystem service 

indicators should ideally be quantitative, as qualitative indicators appear to have less 

impact on people’s preferences for management scenarios (Chapter 7). Second, 

ecosystem service indicators should be measured in units that are easily interpretable 

in relation to the benefits that people gain. In Chapter 7, the species richness of 

wetland birds was described to participants in the decision making study. While 

expert wildlife enthusiasts may be more interested in the identities of the species that 

are present (Kerley et al. 2003), species richness is an index that does not require 

additional knowledge, so was appropriate for the non-specialist audience of the 

study. Third, ecosystem service indicators should, where possible, measure the net 

effect of habitats on the provision of services. In Chapter 5 the net recreational 

experience provided by two habitat components was quantified as a net debris 

balance. This indicator at first appears difficult to interpret, because people do not 

commonly think about their recreational experiences as a net balance. However, the 

concept of a balance is familiar to the public, and net metrics are advantageous 

because they allow the impacts of large numbers of habitat components to be 

summarised succinctly.  

To apply an ecosystem service framework to habitat management decision making it 

is necessary to predict the impacts that different actions will have on service 

provision (Nelson et al. 2009). This study shows that environmental factors 

(Chapters 3, 4, and 6) and human perception (Chapter 5) can be used to predict the 

provision of ecosystem service indicators. However, there is still considerable 

uncertainty when predicting the responses of ecosystem service indicators to 

management (Failing et al. 2012). Uncertainty in the impacts of management is a 

problem for habitat management programmes that have specific ecosystem service 

targets (Wheaton et al. 2008; Palmer and Filoso 2009). In particular, uncertainty in 

the outcomes of habitat management may inadvertently lead to misleading 

management suggestions (Nicholson et al. 2009). Uncertainty in management 

outcomes may also affect the decisions that people make about habitat management. 

The uncertainty of habitat management outcomes will be considered during decision 

making, and the responses of some services will be more predictable than others 

(Ascough et al. 2008). Ecosystem services that are more unpredictable may be 

perceived as more “risky”, which may reduce the likelihood that habitat management 

will be designed to target them (Maguire and Albright 2005). To balance the trade-

off between the desirability of an ecosystem service and the uncertainty of a habitat 

management outcome, decision makers must know how predictable an outcome is 

(Wheaton et al. 2008). However, uncertainty is rarely characterised in habitat 

management, for example only 33% of river restoration practitioners claim to 

quantify uncertainty (Wheaton et al. 2006). One of the respondents in the decision 

making study (Chapter 7) did not consider the risk of flooding when choosing 

between management scenarios because they argued that “being experienced in flood 

risk, I would say that the confidence in being able to predict flood extents … is low”. 

This respondent was able to use their own knowledge of uncertainty when making 
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their decision, but many of the participants were not so experienced. Decision 

makers using an ecosystem service framework would ideally be provided with 

information on the uncertainty associated with each management scenario 

(Nicholson et al. 2009), but it can be complex to characterise uncertainty (Ascough et 

al. 2008). If the specific impacts of habitat management are unpredictable then it may 

be useful to also describe some general patterns that may be more certain. For 

example, if it is a general trend that habitat heterogeneity results in multifunctionality 

(Chapter 6), habitat managers may be fairly confident that they will be able to 

achieve this high-level target, which may give them more flexibility in making more 

specific predictions. 

 

8.3. Future research directions for the application of ecosystem services 

Habitat management, and in particular the ecological restoration of habitats, is likely 

to receive more attention in research, policy, and practice in the future (Buijse et al. 

2002; Tockner and Stanford 2002). This study contributes to the understanding of 

ecosystem services as a framework for managing habitats at a local scale, and sets a 

start point for future research in two main areas. First, simulation approaches have 

potential as tools for predicting the impacts of habitat management, and exploring the 

range of possible management scenarios. Second, more research must investigate the 

impacts of ecosystem service frameworks on decision making, to predict trends in 

future habitat management.  

In the future, ecosystem service frameworks must integrate understanding of the 

physical, ecological, and human aspects of service provision. They must also 

combine data to describe the provision of multiple ecosystem services in detail, and 

must allow decision makers to explore the range of management possibilities (Nelson 

et al. 2009). Simulation approaches such as those described in Chapters 5 and 6 

could provide useful tools for predicting ecosystem service provision to inform 

management (D’ Aquino et al. 2003; Le Bars and Le Grusse 2008). However, there 

are a number of improvements that could be made to the simulation methods used in 

these chapters. In particular it would be valuable to consider the spatial configuration 

of habitat patches, because factors such as connectivity are likely to affect the 

delivery of ecosystem services (Mitchell et al. 2013). Similarly, future simulations 

should attempt to place sites in the wider landscape, and predict the cumulative 

impact of multiple interventions (Rohde et al. 2006). Additionally, ecosystem service 

simulations should attempt to quantify the uncertainty in the estimates that they make 

(Ascough et al. 2008), for example through the use of bootstrap methods (Jiang et al. 

2013). 

Simulation of habitat management scenarios can be a useful tool for comparing the 

effects of specific actions, but there can be a bewilderingly large number of options 

to compare (Shaw 2012). The optimisation approach taken in Chapter 6 can be used 

to explore the decision space objectively, to identify trade-offs between services 
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(Lautenbach et al. 2010; Seppelt and Lautenbach 2010), and to identify patterns in 

habitat management that are likely to result in management that is closer to optimal, 

more multifunctional, or meets both of these criteria (Chapter 6). Pareto optimisation 

could become a useful tool for analysing ecosystem service data (Lautenbach et al. 

2010; Seppelt and Lautenbach 2010), because the methods are highly flexible, and 

can be used with almost any kind of model that links habitat to ecosystem service 

provision. Qualitative (ordinal), statistical, mechanistic, resampling, and even 

coupled environment and human interaction models (Chapter 5) could be optimised.  

If the concept of ecosystem services becomes the leading paradigm for habitat 

management, it will be important to understand the impacts that it may have on the 

way that habitats are managed. Therefore there is a need to better understand habitat 

management decision making processes (Chapter 7), and in particular to understand 

the impacts of ecosystem service information in such processes. A better 

understanding of decision making may allow ecosystem service information to be 

provided in the most useful format for habitat management, and may allow 

governments to design policy instruments that give predictable outcomes (Smajgl et 

al. 2011). Such knowledge is critical to ensure that ecosystem service frameworks do 

not have unexpected effects on the management of habitats in the long term.  

 

8.4. Conclusions 

This study provides knowledge that can inform the hydrological restoration of 

floodplains, and improve the implementation of ecosystem services frameworks for 

local habitat management. The main findings of the study are: (1) Floodplain plant 

community composition changed dynamically at the Fishlake floodplain over four 

years in response to hydrological conditions, but the trajectory of change was 

constrained by the availability of colonising species. (2) Water voles in a floodplain 

wetland preferred wide water bodies and tall, diverse vegetation. There was no 

evidence in the Fishlake case study that substantial flood events negatively affected 

the resident water vole population. (3) The interaction between people and habitat 

components such as debris items and odonates is important in determining the 

quality of their recreational experiences. This interaction can be modelled using data 

on the distribution of habitat components, the observation rate of habitat components, 

and the relative preferences of people for these components. (4) Floodplain mosaics 

that provided optimal suites of ecosystem services tended to be relatively 

homogenous. Amongst the optimal floodplain mosaics, more multifunctional 

mosaics were more heterogeneous. (5) People’s preferences for different habitat 

management scenarios were different depending on the ecosystem service 

information that they were provided with. The treatment group that was provided 

with more detailed ecosystem service information showed more variable preferences 

for management scenarios.  
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Together, the chapters of this thesis provide information on the potential for the 

hydrological restoration of floodplains, as well as some of the constraints that must 

be considered. They show that there are inevitably trade-offs between the provision 

of different ecosystem services, but that floodplains have the potential to be managed 

multifunctionally. Restoration of hydrological connectivity in floodplains could 

increase habitat heterogeneity, and enhance the multifunctionality of the habitat; both 

locally and at the landscape scale. However, the results also show that it is important 

to consider the landscape context when designing and implementing floodplain 

habitat management.  

The thesis documents a case study in applying ecosystem service methodologies to 

habitat management, and in particular can inform the data collection of future 

management projects. To conclude this final chapter I outline a seven-stage guidline 

for applying an ecosystem service approach to the restoration of floodplains at local 

scales: 

1. Floodplain management decision makers must first identify the range of 

ecosystem services that are most likely to be relevant for the floodplain of interest. 

Comprehensive lists of ecosystem services that are commonly relevant in floodplain 

and wetland systems can be found in the Millenium Ecosystem Service Assessment 

(MA 2005), the UK National Ecosystem Assessment (Maltby et al. 2011), and the 

functional approach procedures outlined in Maltby (2009). These comprehensive 

lists may be simplified to a more site-specific list depending on the location, history, 

and spatial scale of the study floodplain. Lists of ecosystem services are more likely 

to fit the concerns of the local population if they are designed after consultation with 

local stakeholder groups.  

2. Decision makers must identify the most relevant habitat resolution at which to 

analyse the provision of ecosystem services. In the case of local floodplain 

restoration projects a relatively fine level of habitat detail is required, and hydrology 

is likely to be the most relevant factor with which to identify habitat types. Habitat 

types could be separated into qualitatively defined hydrogeomorphic units (Maltby 

2009b), or quantitatively defined using topographic data (Besnard et al. 2013) or 

field measurements of flood exposure (as applied in this study). It is important to 

consider the habitat resolution at an early stage so that the study best represents the 

habitat management interventions that are likely to be put in place, and enables 

ecosystem service indicators to be selected that are most relevant for the decision 

makers. 

3. Decision makers must choose indicators that suitably represent each ecosystem 

service at the chosen habitat resolution. Indicators should be selected following the 

three criteria in section 8.2.2; they should be quantitative rather than qualitative, 

should be measured in units that can be readily interpreted by decision makers, and 

should summarise the net effect of multiple ecosystem processes or components on 

the value delivered to people. It is unlikely to be feasible to analyse of all the relevant 



138 

 

ecosystem services in a high level of detail, so some services must be prioritised. 

Services could be prioritised in relation to their importance to stakeholders and 

decision makers, with the highest-priority services being measured directly in the 

field. Ecosystem services that do not require such detailed quantification could be 

assessed using modelling tools such as InVEST (InVEST 2014) or EcoServ (Durham 

Wildlife Trust 2014), or estimated using benefit transfer techniques (Wilson and 

Hoehn 2006).  

4. The collection, analysis, and modelling of ecosystem service data is likely to be 

the most time-consuming step in the process of applying an ecosystem service 

approach. The aim of this step should be to produce predictive models for ecosystem 

service provision, which describe the relationships between hydrology (or 

hydrological habitat types) and the value of each service provided. These models 

should take into account not only the environmental conditions on the floodplain site, 

but also the surrounding landscape and the functional connectivity of the floodplain 

to other wetland resources. Ideally, uncertainty in the predictions should also be 

quantified, for example through confidence intervals derived from regression or 

bootstrap methods. 

5. A number of potential management strategies (including a continuation of the 

current management regime) should be envisaged, and the likely ecosystem services 

provided by each scenario should be predicted using the ecosystem service models. 

Decision makers may either choose to explore the range of possibilities using 

optimisation methods (Chapter 6), or may instead focus on a smaller number of 

proposed alternatives (Chapter 7).  

6. The information describing the impacts of each management scenario on the 

provision of multiple ecosystem services must be translated successfully to decision 

makers. In particular, the trade-offs between services, and the degree to which it is 

possible to provide multifunctionality, should be described. If the indicators are well 

chosen and the management scenarios are well-defined then this should not be too 

difficult, but care should be taken to avoid complex or discipline-specific language 

and figures. Data are commonly presented in ecosystem service research as radar 

plots (MEA 2005, Raudsepp-Hearne et al. 2010a), line plots (Sanon et al. 2012), or 

tables (Chapter 7). Qualitative explanations of each ecosystem service, as used in the 

Chapter 7 survey, and maps of the study floodplain (Troy and Wilson 2006) may 

help to improve the general understanding of decision makers. If the data allow, 

descriptions of the uncertainty surrounding each prediction should also be provided. 

7. Finally, the responses of decision makers to the supplied ecosystem service 

information should be recorded and analysed to ensure that the ecosystem service 

information has not been misunderstood. If necessary, the previous six steps should 

be repeated to supply additional information. The information generated during the 

project should be shared online for use in future meta-analyses or benefit transfer 
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studies, for example through the Environmental Valuation Reference Inventory 

(EVRI 2014).  

 

  



140 

 

References 

Aars J, Lambin X, Denny R, Griffin AC (2001) Water vole in the Scottish uplands: 

distribution patterns of disturbed and pristine populations ahead and behind the 

American mink invasion front. Anim Conserv 4:187–194. 

Adamowicz W, Boxall P, Williams M, Louviere J (1998) Stated preference 

approaches for measuring passive use values: choice experiments and contingent 

valuation. Am J Agric Econ 80:64–75. 

Adamowicz W, Louviere J, Williams M (1994). Combining revealed and stated 

preference methods for valuing environmental amenities. J. Environ. Econ. Manage. 

26:271–292. 

Aldred J (1994) Existence value, welfare and altruism. Environ Values 3:381–402. 

Amoros C, Bornette G (2002) Connectivity and biocomplexity in waterbodies of 

riverine floodplains. Freshw Biol 47:761–776. 

Ananda J, Herath G (2009) A critical review of multi-criteria decision making 

methods with special reference to forest management and planning. Ecol Econ 

68:2535–2548.  

Armsworth PR, Chan KM, Daily GC, Ehrlich PH, Kremen C, Rickets TH, Sanjayan 

MA (2007) Ecosystem-service science and the way forward for conservation. 

Conserv Biol 21:1383–1384.  

Aronson J, Blignaut JN, Milton SJ, Le Maitre D, Esler KJ, Limouzin A, Fontaine C, 

de Wit M, Mugido W, Prinsloo P, van der Elst L, Lederer N (2010) Are 

socioeconomic benefits of restoration adequately quantified? A meta-analysis of 

recent papers (2000-2008) in Restoration Ecology and 12 Other Scientific Journals. 

Restor Ecol 18:143–154. 

Aschwanden J, Birrer S, Jenni L (2005) Are ecological compensation areas attractive 

hunting sites for common kestrels (Falco tinnunculus) and long-eared owls (Asio 

otus)? J Ornithol 146:279–286. 

Ascough JC, Maier HR, Ravalico JK, Strudley MW (2008) Future research 

challenges for incorporation of uncertainty in environmental and ecological decision-

making. Ecol Modell 219:383–399.  

Baart I, Hohensinner S, Zsuffa I, Hein T (2012) Supporting analysis of floodplain 

restoration options by historical analysis. Environ Sci Policy 34:92-102. 

Baek CW, Lee JH, Paik K (2012) Optimal location of basin-wide constructed 

washlands to reduce risk of flooding. Water Environ J 28:52-62. 



141 

 

Bakus I, Stillwell WG, Latter S, Wallerstein MC (1982) Decision Making : With 

Applications for Environmental Management. Environ Manage 6:493–504. 

Ballantyne R, Packer J, Sutherland LA (2011) Visitors’ memories of wildlife 

tourism: implications for the design of powerful interpretive experiences. Tour. 

Manag. 32:770–779. 

Ballard TM, Krueger WC (2005) Cattle and salmon I: cattle distribution and 

behaviour in a northeastern Oregon riparian ecosystem. Rangeland Ecol Manage 

58:267–273  

Barbier EB, Koch EW, Silliman BR, Hacker SD, Wolanski E, Primavera J, Granek 

EF, Polasky S, Aswani S, Cramer LA, Stoms DM, Kennedy CJ, Bael D, Kappel CV, 

Perillo GME, Reed DJ (2008) Coastal ecosystem-based management with nonlinear 

ecological functions and values. Science 319:321–323.  

Barnard CJ (1980) Flock feeding and time budgets in the house sparrow (Passer 

domesticus L.). Anim Behav 28: 295–305.  

Barreto GR, Macdonald DW, Strachan R (1998a) The tightrope hypothesis: an 

explanation for plummetting water vole numbers in the Thames catchment. In: 

Bailey RG, José PV, Sherwood BR (eds) United Kingdom Floodplains. Westbury, 

Otley, pp. 311–327. 

Barreto GR, Rushton SP, Strachan R, Macdonald DW (1998b) The role of habitat 

and mink predation in determining the status and distribution of water voles in 

England. Anim Conserv 1:129–137. 

Bastian O, Haase D, Grunewald K (2012) Ecosystem properties, potentials and 

services – the EPPS conceptual framework and an urban application example. Ecol 

Indic 21:7–16. 

Bateman IJ, Harwood AR, Mace GM, Watson RT, Abson DJ, Andrews B, Binner A, 

Crowe A, Day BH, Dugdale S, Fezzi C, Foden J, Hadley D, Haines-Young R, Hulme 

M, Kontoleon A, Lovett AA, Munday P, Pascual U, Paterson J, Perino G, Sen A, 

Siriwardena G, van Soest D, Termansen M (2013) Bringing ecosystem services into 

economic decision-making: land use in the United Kingdom. Science 341:45–50.  

Bates D, Maechler M, Bolker B, Walker S (2013) lme4: Linear mixed-effects models 

using Eigen and S4. R package version 1.0-5. URL: http://CRAN.R-

project.org/package=lme4 

Bayley PB (1995) Understanding large river: floodplain ecosystems. Bioscience 

45:153–158. 

Bélisle M (2005) Measuring landscape connectivity: the challenge of behavioural 

landscape ecology. Ecol 86:1988-1995. 



142 

 

Benke AC, Chaubey I, Ward GM, Dunn EL (2000) Flood pulse dynamics of an 

unregulated river floodplain in the southeastern U.S. coastal plain. Ecology 81:2730–

2741.  

Bennett EM, Peterson GD, Gordon LJ (2009) Understanding relationships among 

multiple ecosystem services. Ecol Lett 12:1394–404.  

Bernhardt ES, Palmer MA, Allan JD, Alexander G, Barnas K, Brooks S, Carr J, 

Clayton S, Dahm C, Follstad-Shah J, Galat D, Gloss S, Goodwin P, Hart D, Hassett 

B, Jenkinson R, Katz S, Kondolf GM, Lake PS, Lave R, Meyer JL, O’Donnell TK, 

Pagano L, Powell B, Sudduth E (2005) Synthesizing U.S. river restoration efforts. 

Science 308:636–637. 

Bernhardt ES, Sudduth EB, Palmer MA, Allan JD, Meyer JL, Alexander G, 

Follastad-Shah J, Hassett B, Jenkinson R, Lave R, Rumps J, Pagano L (2007) 

Restoring rivers one reach at a time: results from a survey of U.S. river restoration 

practitioners. Restor Ecol 15:482–493. 

Besnard AG, La Jeunesse I, Pays O, Secondi J (2013). Topographic wetness index 

predicts the occurrence of bird species in floodplains. Divers Distrib 19:955–963. 

Birol E, Cox V (2007). Using choice experiments to design wetland management 

programmes: The case of Severn Estuary wetland, UK. J Environ Plan Manag 

50:363–380. 

Birol E, Karousakis K, Koundouri P (2006). Using a choice experiment to account 

for preference heterogeneity in wetland attributes: the case of Cheimaditida wetland 

in Greece. Ecol Econ 60:145–156. 

Bischoff A (2002) Dispersal and establishment of floodplain grassland species as 

limiting factors in restoration. Biol Conserv 104:25–33.  

Bishop ID, Miller DR (2007) Visual assessment of off-shore wind turbines: The 

influence of distance, contrast, movement and social variables. Renew Energy 

32:814–831. 

Bissels S, Hölzel N, Donath TW, Otte A (2004) Evaluation of restoration success in 

alluvial grasslands under contrasting flooding regimes. Biol Conserv 118:641–650.  

Bivand RS (2013) spdep:  Spatial dependence: weighting schemes, statistics and 

models. R package version 0.5-56. http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=spdep 

Bivand RS, Pebesma EJ, Gomez-Rubio V (2008) Applied spatial data analysis with 

R. Springer, NY. 

Bo-Jie F, Chang-Hong S, Yong-Ping W, Willett IR, Yi-He L, Guo-Hua Liu (2011) 

Double counting in ecosystem services valuation: causes and countermeasures. Ecol 

Res 26:1-14. 



143 

 

Bonesi L, Rushton S, Macdonald D (2002) The combined effect of environmental 

factors and neighbouring populations on the distribution and abundance of Arvicola 

terrestris. An approach using rule-based models. Oikos 99:220–230. 

Bornette G, Amoros C (1996) Disturbance regimes and vegetation dynamics : role of 

floods in riverine wetlands. J Veg Sci 7:615–622. 

Boyd J, Banzhaf S (2007) What are ecosystem services? The need for standardized 

environmental accounting units. Ecol Econ 63:616–626. 

Brandolin PG, Ávalos MA, De Angelo C (2012) The impact of flood control on the 

loss of wetlands in Argentina. Aquatic Conserv: Mar Freshw Ecosyst 23:291-300. 

Brandt J (2003) Multifunctional landscapes - perspectives for the future. J Environ 

Sci 12:187–192. 

Breithaupt S, Khangaonkar T (2011) Effects of wetland restoration on floodplain 

hydrodynamics under extreme flooding conditions. Ecolog Restor 29:161–172 

Briffett C (2001) Is managed recreational use compatible with effective habitat and 

wildlife occurrence in urban open space corridor systems? Landsc Res 26:137-143. 

British Coal (1989) South Yorkshire Annual Report 1988/89. Doncaster, South 

Yorkshire. 

Brodie J (1985) Grassland Studies. George Allen and Unwin, Boston 

Broekx S, Liekens I, Peelaerts W, De Nocker L, Laduyt D, Staes J, Meire P, 

Schaafsma M, Van Reeth W, Van den Kerckhove O, Cerulus T (2013) A web 

application to support the quantification and valuation of ecosystem services. 

Environ Impact Assess Rev 40:65–74.  

Brönmark C, Hansson L-A (2002) Environmental issues in lakes and ponds: current 

state and perspectives. Environ Conserv 29:290–306.  

Brooks S, Lewington R (2010) Field guide to the dragonflies and damselflies of 

Great Britain and Ireland. British Wildlife Publishing, Gillingham, Dorset. 

Buckton ST, Ormerod SJ (1997) Use of a new standardized habitat survey for 

assessing the habitat preferences and distribution of upland river birds. Bird Study 

44:327–337. 

Buijse A D, Coops H, Staras M, Jans LH, van Geest GJ, Grifts RE, Ibelings BW, 

Oosterberg W, Roozen CJM (2002) Restoration strategies for river floodplains along 

large lowland rivers in Europe. Freshw Biol 47:889–907.  

Buijse, A.D., Coops, H., Staras, M., Jans, L.H., Van Geest, G.J., Grift, R.E., Ibelings, 

B.W., Oosterberg, W., Roozen, F.C.J.M., 2002. Restoration strategies for river 

floodplains along large lowland rivers in Europe. Freshw. Biol. 47, 889–907. 



144 

 

Bull J (2012) Find Pareto frontiers in Python.URL:  http://oco-

carbon.com/2012/07/31/find-pareto-frontiers-in-python/ 

Bullock CH, Elston DA, Chalmers NA (1998) An application of economic choice 

experiments to a traditional land use — deer hunting and landscape change in the 

Scottish Highlands. J Environ Manage 52:335–351. 

Burnham KP, Anderson DR (2002) Model selection and multimodel inference: a 

practical information-theoretic approach, 2nd ed. Springer, Berlin. 

Busch M, La Notte A, Laporte V, Erhard M (2012) Potentials of quantitative and 

qualitative approaches to assessing ecosystem services. Ecol Indic 21:89–103.  

Buss J, British Grassland Society, Grassmaster CM, Shannon M, Simpson R (2012) 

Improving pasture for better returns: EBLEX Beef and Sheep Manual 1. EBLEX 

Technical Manual, EBLEX, Kennilworth. 

Buttler A (1992) Permanent plot research in wet meadows and cutting experiment. 

Vegetatio 103:113–124. 

Byron H, Colebourn KR, French N, Coleburn K, Box J, Hall M, Knightbridge R, 

Oxford M, Treweek J, Wells M, Yost L (2006) Guidelines for ecological impact 

assessment in the United Kingdom. IEEM, London. 

Carson RT, Mitchell RM (1993) The value of clean water: the public’s willingness to 

pay for boatable, fishable, and swimmable quality water. Water Resour Res 

29:2445–2454. 

Carter SP, Bright PW (2003) Reedbeds as refuges for water voles (Arvicola 

terrestris) from predation by introduced mink (Mustela vison). Biol Conserv 

111:371–376 

Castellazzi MS, Brown I, Poggio L, Gimona A (2010) Multi-scale modelling of 

ecosystem services – an iterative approach. International Environmental Modelling 

and Software Society (iEMSs) 2010 International Congress on Environmental 

Modelling and Software Modelling for Environment’s Sake, Fifth Biennial Meeting, 

Ottawa, Canada. 

Castles, FG, Murray DJ, Potter DC (1971) Decisions, organizations and society. 

Penguin for the Open University Press, London.  

CEH (2013) National River Flow Archive station 27021: the Don at Doncaster. 

Centre for Ecology and Hydrology website. Accessed 13/01/2014. URL: 

www.ceh.ac.uk/data/nrfa/data/time_series.html?27021 

Chan KMA, Satterfield T, Goldstein J (2012) Rethinking ecosystem services to 

better address and navigate cultural values. Ecol Econ 74:8–18.  



145 

 

Chan KMA, Shaw MR, Cameron DR, Underwood EC, Daily G (2006) Conservation 

planning for ecosystem services. PLoS Biol 4:2138-2152. 

Chapin FS, Zavaleta ES, Eviner VT, Naylor, RL, Vitousek PM, Reynolds HL, 

Hooper DU, Lavorel S, Sala OE, Hobbie  SE, Mack MC, Diaz S (2000) Nature 405: 

234-252. 

Chen Y (2010) An investigation of the environmental factors that affect the water 

vole (Arvicola terrestris) distribution in two fenland drainage boards, 

Cambridgeshire. Master’s Dissertation, University of East Anglia. 

Chenoweth RE, Gobster PH (1990) The nature and ecology of aesthetic experiences 

in the landscape. Landsc J 9:1–8. 

Christensen RHB (2013) ordinal – Regression models for ordinal data R package 

version 2013.9-30. URL: http://www.cran.r-project.org/package=ordinal/. 

Christie M, Hanley N, Hynes S (2007) Valuing enhancements to forest recreation 

using choice experiment and contingent behaviour methods. J For Econ 13:75–102. 

CIEEM (2013) Guidelines for preliminary ecological appraisal. CIEEM Technical 

guidance Series, CIEEM, London. 

Comín FA., Romero JA, Hernández O, Menéndez M (2001) Restoration of wetlands 

from abandoned rice fields for nutrient removal, and biological community and 

landscape diversity. Restor Ecol 9:201–208.  

Costanza R (2000) Social goals and the valuation of ecosystem services. Ecosystems 

3:4–10.  

Costanza R, D’Arge R, de Groot R, Farber S, Grasso M, Hannon B, Limburg K, 

Naeem S, O’Neill RV, Paruelo J, Raskin RG, Sutton P, van den Belt M (1997) The 

value of the world’s ecosystem services and natural capital. Nature 387:253–387. 

Craik KH (1972) An Ecological Perspective on Environmental Decision-Making. 

Hum Ecol 1:69-80. 

Crawley MJ (2007) The R book. John Wiley and Sons, Chicester. 

Crofts A (1999) The lowland grassland management handbook. 2nd edition. English 

Nature and the Wildlife Trusts, United Kingdom. 

Curtis A, Lockwood M (2000) Landcare and catchment management in Australia: 

lessons for state-sponsored community. Soc Nat Res 13:61–73. 

D’ Aquino P, Le Page C, Bousquet F, Bah A (2003) Using self-designed role-playing 

games and a multi-agent system to empower a local decision-making process for 

land use management: the SelfCormas experiment in Senegal. J Artif Soc Soc Simul 

6:1–17. 



146 

 

Daily GC (1997) What are ecosystem services? In Nature’s Services: Societal 

Dependence on Natural Ecosystems. Island Press, Washington, DC. 

Daily GC, Matson PA (2008) Ecosystem services: from theory to implementation. 

Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 105:9455–9456.  

Daily GC, Polasky S, Goldstein J, Kareiva PM, Mooney HA, Pejchar L, Ricketts TH, 

Salzman J, Shallenberger (2009) Ecosystem services in decision making: time to 

deliver. Front Ecol Environ 7:21–28.  

Daniel TC, Muhar A, Arnberger A, Aznar O, Boyd JW, Chan KMA, Costanza R, 

Elmqvist T, Flint CG, Gobster PH, Grêt-Regamey A, Lave R, Muhar S, Penker M, 

Ribe RG, Schauppenlehner T, Sikor T, Soloviy I, Spierenburg M, Taczanowska K, 

Tam J, von der Dunk A (2012) Contributions of cultural services to the ecosystem 

services agenda. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 109:8812–8819. 

Daubenmire, R (1968) Plant communities: a textbook of plant synecology. Harper 

and  Row, New York. 

DEFRA (2011) The natural choice: securing the value of nature. Department for 

Farming and Rural Affairs 8082. The Stationery Office. 

De Groot RS, Alkemade R, Braat L, Hein L, Willemen L (2010) Challenges in 

integrating the concept of ecosystem services and values in landscape planning, 

management and decision making. Ecol Complex 7:260–272.  

De Groot RS, Wilson MA, Boumans RM. (2002) A typology for the classification, 

description and valuation of ecosystem functions, goods and services. Ecol Econ 

41:393–408.  

de Palma A, Myers GM, Papageorgiou YY (1994) Rational choice under an 

imperfect ability to choose. Am Econ Rev 84:419–440. 

De Vaus, D (2002) Surveys in social research. Psychology Press, Abingdon. 

De Vos JA., van Bakel PJT, Hoving IE, Smidt RA (2010) Raising surface water 

levels in peat areas with dairy farming: upscaling hydrological, agronomical and 

economic effects from farm-scale to local scale. Agric Water Manag 97:1887–1897.  

Deeney, J., 2011. Fishlake wetlands birding blog. Accessed 13/01/2014. URL: 

www.fishlakewetlands.blogspot.co.uk 

Demeritt D (2001) The construction of global warming and the politics of science. 

Ann Assoc Am Geogr 91:307–337. 

DeShazo JR, Fermo G (2002) Designing choice sets for stated preference methods: 

the effects of complexity on choice consistency. J Environ Econ Manage 44:123–

143.  



147 

 

Donath TW, Hölzel N, Otte A (2003) The impact of site conditions and seed 

dispersal on restoration success in alluvial meadows. Appl Veg Sci 6:13–22. 

Dorwart CE, Moore RL, Leung Y-F (2009) Visitors’ perceptions of a trail 

environment and effects on experiences: a model for nature-based recreation 

experiences. Leis Sci 32:33–54.  

Dray S, Legendre P, Peres-Neto PR (2006) Spatial modelling: a comprehensive 

framework for principal coordinate analysis of neighbour matrices (PCNM). Ecol 

Modell 196:483–493.  

Dubgaard A (2003) Cost-benefit analysis of wetland restoration. Proceedings of the 

Internation Conference: “Towards natural flood reduction strategies”, Warsaw 6–13 

September 2003. 

Dunn RR (2010) Global Mapping of Ecosystem Disservices : The unspoken reality 

that nature sometimes kills us. Biotropica 42:555–557.  

Durham Wildlife Trust (2014) EcoServ Project website. URL: 

http://www.durhamwt.co.uk/what-we-do/current-projects/ecoserv-project/. 

Eastwood R, Lipton M, Newell A (2010) Farm size. Handb Agric Econ 4:3323 – 

2297. 

Edgington ES (1995) Randomization Tests. CRC Press, Boca Raton, Florida. 

Eisenhart KM (1989) Building theories from case research. Acad Manag Rev 

14:532-550. 

Ellenberg, H (1988) Vegetation ecology of central Europe, 4
th

 edition. Cambridge 

University Press, Cambridge.  

Engström J, Nilsson C, Jansson R (2009) Effects of stream restoration on dispersal of 

plant propagules. J Appl Ecol 46:397-405. 

Environment Agency (2011) Fishlake Coarse Fish Fry Monitoring Environmental 

Monitoring ( Analysis and Reporting Team ) Summary. Environment Agency 

internal report. 

Environment Agency (2014) Environment Agency flood risk maps. URL: 

http://maps.environment-

agency.gov.uk/wiyby/wiybyController?x=468500.0&y=413500.0&topic=flood

map&ep=map&scale=9&location=Thorne,%20Doncaster&lang=_e&layerGrou

ps=default&distance=&textonly=off#x=463638&y=417749&lg=1,&scale=5. 

Environment Agency 2009. Fishlake habitat creation scheme environmental report. 

Environment Agency: Leeds. 



148 

 

Eriksson O, Ehrlén J (1992) Seed and microsite limitation of recruitment in plant 

populations. Oikos 91:360–364. 

ESRI (2011) ArcGIS Desktop: Release 10. Redlands, CA: Environmental Systems 

Research Institute. 

European Parliament (2012) Our life insurance, our natural capital: an EU 

biodiversity strategy to 2020. Communication from the Commission to the European 

Parliament, the Council, the Economic and Social Committee and the Committee of 

the Regions. COM(2011) 244 final. 

Everard M, Noble D (2008) Association of British breeding birds with freshwater 

wetland habitats. BTO Research Report Number 502. BTO, Thetford. 

Eversham BC, Skidmore P (1991) Changes in the invertebrate fauna of Thorne and 

Hatfield Moors. Thorne Hatfield Moors Pap 2:28–38. 

EVRI (2014) Environmental Valuation Reference Inventory website. URL: 

www.evri.ca/Global/Splash.aspx. Accessed 30
th

 of March 2014. 

Fagerholm N, Käyhkö N, Ndumbaro F, Khamis M (2012) Community stakeholders’ 

knowledge in landscape assessments – Mapping indicators for landscape services. 

Ecol. Indic. 18, 421–433. 

Failing L, Gregory R, Higgins P (2012) Science, uncertainty, and values in 

ecological restoration: a case study in structured decision-making and adaptive 

Management. Restor Ecol 21: 422-430. 

Faulkner D, Wass P (2005) Flood estimation by continuous simulation in the Don 

catchment, South Yorkshire, UK. Water Environ J 19:78–84. 

Fischenich JC, Morrow JV (2000). Reconnection of floodplains with incised 

channels EMRRP Technical Notes Collection (ERDC TN-EMRRP-SR-09). U.S. 

Army Engineer Research and Development Center, Vicksburg. 

Fish R, Haines-Young R (2011) Participatory and deliberative techniques to embed 

an ecosystems approach into decision making: an introductory guide. Defra project 

code: NR0124. 

Fish RD (2011) Environmental decision making and an ecosystems approach: some 

challenges from the perspective of social science. Prog Phys Geogr 35:671–680.  

Fisher B, Turner K, Zylstra M, Brouwer R, de Groot R, Farber S, Ferraro P, Green R, 

Hadley D, Harlow J, Jefferiss P, Kirkby C, Morling P, Mowatt S, Naidoo R, Paavola 

J, Strassburg B, Yu D, Balmford A (2008) Ecosystem services and economic theory: 

integration for policy-relevant research. Ecol Appl 18:2050–2067. 

Fisher B, Turner RK, Morling P (2009) Defining and classifying ecosystem services 

for decision making. Ecol Econ 68:643–653.  



149 

 

Fishlake Village Plan, 2010. Fishlake Village Survey 2010: reports and analysis. 

Fishlake Village Council website. Accessed 13/01/2014. URL: 

http://www.fishlakevillage.co.uk/village%20plan.htm. 

Florsheim J, Mount JF (2002) Restoration of floodplain topography by sand-splay 

complex formation in response to intentional levee breaches, Lower Cosumnes 

River, California. Geomorphol 44:67–94. 

Folke C, Hahn T, Olsson P, Norberg J (2005) Adaptive governance of social-

ecological systems. Annu Rev Environ Resour 30:441–473. 

Forman DW (2005) An assessment of the local impact of native predators on an 

established population of British water voles (Arvicola terrestris). J Zool 266:221–

226. 

Fox J (2008) Applied Regression Analysis and Generalized Linear Models, second 

edition. Sage Publications Inc, Los Angeles. 

Funk A, Reckendorfer W, Kucera-Hirzinger V, Ruub R, Schiemer F (2009) Aquatic 

diversity in a former floodplain: remediation in an urban context. Ecol Eng 35:1476–

1484.  

Gaunt G (2012) A review of large-scale man-made river and stream diversions in the 

Humberhead Region. Yorksh Archaeol J 84:59–76. 

Gearey BR, Marshall P, Hamilton D (2009) Correlating archaeological and 

palaeoenvironmental records using a Bayesian approach: a case study from Sutton 

Common, South Yorkshire, England. J Archaeol Sci 36:1477–1487. 

Geertsema W, Opdam P, Kropff MJ (2002) Plant strategies and agricultural 

landscapes: survival in spatially and temporally fragmented habitat. Landsc Ecol 

17:263–279. 

Gerard M, El Kahloun M, Mertens W, Verhagen B, Meire P (2008) Impact of 

flooding on potential and realised grassland species richness. Plant Ecol 194:85–98.  

Gilvear DJ, Spray CJ, Casas-Mulet R (2013) River rehabilitation for the delivery of 

multiple ecosystem services at the river network scale. J Environ Manage 126:30–43.  

Gobster PH, Nassauer JI, Daniel TC, Fry G (2007) The shared landscape: what does 

aesthetics have to do with ecology? Landsc Ecol 22:959–972.  

Goldberg DE (1996) Competitive ability: definitions, contingency and correlated 

traits. Philos Trans R Soc B 351:1377–1385.  

Goldman RL, Tallis H, Kareiva P, Daily GC (2008) Field evidence that ecosystem 

service projects support biodiversity and diversify options. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 

105:9445–9448.  



150 

 

Gómez-baggethun E, de Groot R, Lomas PL, Montes C (2010) The history of 

ecosystem services in economic theory and practice : from early notions to markets 

and payment schemes. Ecol Econ 69:1209–1218.  

Gowing DJG, Spoor G (1998) The effect of water table depth on the distribution of 

plant species on lowland wet grassland. In: Bailey RG, José PV, Sherwood BR (Eds) 

United Kingdom Floodplains. Westbury, Otley, pp. 185-196. 

Green AJ, Elmberg J (2014) Ecosystem services provided by waterbirds. Biol Rev 

89:105-122. 

Gren I, Groth K, Sylven M (1995) Economic values of Danube floodplains. J. 

Environ. Manage. 45:333–345. 

Grime JP, Hodgson JG, Hunt R (1995) The abridged comparative plant ecology. 

Chapman and Hall, London.  

Grossmann M (2012) Economic value of the nutrient retention function of restored 

floodplain wetlands in the Elbe River basin. Ecol Econ 83:108–117. 

Gruenfeld DH, Mannix EA, Williams KY, Neale MA (1996) Group composition and 

decision making: how member familiarity and information distribution affect process 

and performance. Organ Behav Hum Decis Process 67:1–15. 

Grumbine RE (1994) What is ecosystem management? Conserv Biol 8:27–38. 

Guerry AD, Ruckelshaus MH, Arkema KK, Bernhardt JR, Guannel G, Choong-Ki K, 

Marsik M, Papenfus M, Toft JE, Verutes G, Wood SA, Beck M, Chan F, Chan 

KMA, Gelfenbaum G, Gold BD, Halpern BS, Labiosa WB, Lester SE, Levin PS, 

McField M, Pinsky ML, Plummer M, Polasky S, Ruggerio P, Sutherland DA, Tallis 

H, Day A, Spencer J (2012) Modeling benefits from nature: using ecosystem services 

to inform coastal and marine spatial planning. Int J Biodivers Sci Ecosyst Serv 

Manag 8:107–121.  

Gulickx MMC, Verburg PH, Stoorvogel JJ, Kok K, Veldkamp A (2013) Mapping 

landscape services: a case study in a multifunctional rural landscape in The 

Netherlands. Ecol Indic 24:273–283.  

Gurnell A, Thompson K, Goodson J, Moggridge H (2008) Propagule deposition 

along river margins: linking hydrology and ecology. J Ecol 96:553–565. 

Haaland C, Fry G, Peterson A (2011) Designing Farmland for multifunctionality. 

Landsc Res 36:41–62.  

Haines-Young R, Potschin M (2010) The links between biodiversity, ecosystem 

services and human well-being. In Raffaelli D, Frid C (Eds) Ecosystem Ecology: a 

new synthesis. BES Ecological Reviews Series, CUP, Cambridge.  



151 

 

Haines-Young, R., Potschin, M., 2007. The ecosystem concept and identification of 

ecosystem goods and services in the English policy context. Review paper to Defra, 

Project code NR0107.  

Hall LS, Krausman PR, Morrison ML (1997) The habitat concept and a plea for 

standard terminology. Int Iss Pers Wildlif Manag 25:173–182. 

Halliwell EC, Macdonald DW (1996) American mink (Mustela vison) in the upper 

Thames catchment: relationship with selected prey species and den availability. Biol 

Conserv 76:51–56. 

Hammersmark CT, Dobrowski SZ, Rains MC, Mount JF (2010) Simulated Effects of 

Stream Restoration on the Distribution of Wet-Meadow Vegetation. Restor Ecol 

18:882–893.  

Hammersmark CT, Fleenor WE, Schladow SG (2005) Simulation of flood impact 

and habitat extent for a tidal freshwater marsh restoration. Ecol Eng 25:137–152. 

Hanley N, MacMillan D, Wright RE, Bullock C, Simpson I, Parsisson D, Crabtree B 

(1998) Contingent valuation versus choice experiments: estimating the benefits of 

environmentally sensitive areas in Scotland. J Agric Econ 49:1–15. 

Hanley N, Wright RE, Adamowicz V (1998) Using choice experiments to value the 

environment. Environ Res Econ 11:413–428. 

Hansson L-A, Brönmark C, Anders Nilsson P, Åbjörnsson K (2005) Conflicting 

demands on wetland ecosystem services: nutrient retention, biodiversity or both? 

Freshw Biol 50:705–714.  

Hardman CJ, Harris DB (2010) RSPB/NE Countdown 2010: bringing reedbeds to 

life project. Royal Society for the Protection of Birds website. URL: 

http://www.rspb.org.uk/Images/Technical%20Report%20C10%20Water%20Voles_t

cm9-276268.pdf. Accessed 25 February 2012 

Härdtle W, Redecker B, Assmann T, Meyer H (2006) Vegetation responses to 

environmental conditions in floodplain grasslands: Prerequisites for preserving plant 

species diversity. Basic Appl Ecol 7:280–288. 

Harper DM, Ebrahimnezhad M, Taylor E, Dickinson S, Decamp O, Verniers G, 

Balbi T (1999) A catchment-scale approach to the physical restoration of lowland 

UK rivers. Aquat Conserv Mar Freshw Ecosyst 9:141 – 157. 

Haslam S, Sinker C, Wolseley P (1982) British Water Plants. Reprint with 

corrections of Field Studies Volume 4, No. 2 (1975). Field Studies Council, 

Shrewsbury. 

Hedberg P, Saetre P, Sundberg S, Rydin H, Kotowski W (2013) A functional trait 

approach to fen restoration analysis. Appl Veg Sci 16:658-666. 



152 

 

Hein L, van Koppen K, de Groot RS, van Ierland EC (2006) Spatial scales, 

stakeholders and the valuation of ecosystem services. Ecol Econ 57:209–228. 

Hernández-Morcillo M, Plieninger T, Bieling C (2013) An empirical review of 

cultural ecosystem service indicators. Ecol Indic 29:434–444.  

Hijmans RJ, van Etten J (2012) raster: Geographic analysis and modeling with raster 

data. R package version 2.0-08. http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=raster.  

Hilderbrand RH, Watts AC, Randle AM (2005) The myths of restoration ecology. 

Ecol. Soc. 10: 19. [online] URL: 

http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol10/iss1/art19/. 

Hiley P, Hillman J, Hughes C, Potter A (2008) Fishlake wetland and river habitat 

improvement feasibility study. Report produced by Scott Wilson for the Environment 

Agency. 

Hill MO, Mountford JO, Roy DB, Bunce RGH (1999) Ellenberg’s indicator values 

for British plants. ECOFACT Volume 2 Technical Annex. Institute of Terrestrial 

Ecology, Huntingdon. 

Ho M, Richardson CJ (2013) A five year study of floristic succession in a restored 

urban wetland. Ecol Eng 61:511-518. 

Hoehn JP, Lupi F, Kaplowitz MD (2003) Untying a Lancastrian bundle: valuing 

ecosystems and ecosystem services for wetland mitigation. J. Environ. Manag. 68, 

263–272. 

Hogan K (2002) Small groups’ ecological reasoning while making an environmental 

management decision. J Res Sci Teach 39:341–368.  

Holmes NTH, Nielsen MB (1998) Restoration of the rivers Brede , Cole and Skerne: 

a joint Danish and British EU - LIFE demonstration project , I — Setting up and 

delivery of the project. Aquat Conserv Mar Freshw Ecosyst 8:185–196. 

Holmes T, Scoones I (2000) Participatory environmental policy processes: 

experiences from north and south. PLA notes 40:76-78. 

Hölzel N, Otte A (2001) The impact of flooding regime on the soil seed bank of 

flood-meadows. J Veg Sci 12:209–218.  

Hothorn T, Bretz F, Westfall P (2008) Simultaneous inference in general parametric 

models. Biometric J 50:346-363. 

Hughes M, Newsome D, Macbeth J (2005) Case Study : visitor perceptions of 

captive wildlife tourism in a Western Australian natural setting. J Ecotourism 4:73–

91. 



153 

 

Hull RB, Stewart WP (1995) The landscape encountered and experienced while 

hiking. Environ. Behav. 27:404–426. 

Hume C (2008) Wetland Vision Technical Document: overview and reporting of 

project philosophy and technical approach. The Wetland Vision Partnership. 

IEEM (2011) Ecological skills: shaping the profession for the 21st Century. IEEM, 

London. 

InVEST (2014) InVEST framework online documentation. URL:  http://ncp-

dev.stanford.edu/~dataportal/invest-

releases/documentation/current_release/data_requirements.html. 

Jack BK, Kousky C, Sims KRE (2008) Designing payments for ecosystem services: 

lessons from previous experience with incentive-based mechanisms. Proc Natl Acad 

Sci USA 105:9465–9470.  

Jansen A, Roberston AI (2001) Relationships between livestock management and the 

ecological condition of riparian habitats along an Australian floodplain river. J Appl 

Ecol 38:63–75. 

Jefferies DJ (2003) The water vole and mink survey of Britain 1996-1998 with a 

history of the long-term changes in the status of both species and their causes. The 

Vincent Wildlife Trust, Ledbury, UK. 

Jiang M, Bullock JM, Hooftman DAP (2013) Mapping ecosystem service and 

biodiversity changes over 70 years in a rural English county. J Appl Ecol 50:841-

850. 

JNCC (1995) Biodiversity: The UK Steering Group Report Volume 2: Action Plans 

(Annex F and Annex G). Peterborough. 

JNCC (2008) Review of UK BAP targets, water vole. Joint Nature Conservation 

Committee website. URL: http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/_speciespages/115.pdf . Accessed 

25 February 2013. 

Johnson DW, Curtis PS (2001) Effects of forest management on soil C and N 

storage: meta analysis. For Ecol Manage 140:227–238. 

Johnson FR, Lancsar E, Marshall D, Kilambi V, Mühlbacher A, Regier DA, 

Bresnahan BW, Kanninen B, Bridges JFP (2013) Constructing experimental designs 

for discrete-choice experiments: report of the ISPOR conjoint analysis experimental 

design Good research practices task force. Value Heal 16:3–13. 

Jones KL, Poole GC, O’Daniel SJ, Mertes LAK, Stanford JA (2008) Surface 

hydrology of low-relief landscapes: assessing surface water flow impedance using 

LIDAR-derived digital elevation models. Remote Sens Environ 112:4148–4158. 



154 

 

Jungwirth M, Muhar S, Schmutz S (2002) Re-establishing and assessing ecological 

integrity in riverine landscapes. Freshw Biol 47:867–887. 

Junk WJ, Bayley PB, Sparks RE (1989) The flood pulse concept in river-floodplain 

systems. Can. Spec. Publ. Fish. Aquat. Sci. 106:110–127. 

Kaltenborn BP (1997) Nature of place attachment: a study among recreation 

homeowners in Southern Norway. Leis. Sci. 19:175-189. 

Keddy PA (1992) Assembly and response rules: two goals for predictive community 

ecology. J Veg Sci 119:345–164.  

Kenter JO, Bryce R, Davies A, Jobstvogt N, Watson V, Ranger S, Solandt J, Duncan 

C, Christie M, Crump H, Irvine KN, Pinard M, Reed MS (2013) The value of 

potential marine protected areas in the UK to divers and sea anglers. UNEP-WCMC, 

Cambridge, UK. 

Kenter JO. Hyde T, Christie M, Fazey I (2011) The importance of deliberation in 

valuing ecosystem services in developing countries—Evidence from the Solomon 

Islands. Glob. Environ. Chang. 21:505–521. 

Kerley GIH, Geach BGS, Vial C (2003) Jumbos or bust: do tourists’ perceptions lead 

to an under-appreciation of biodiversity? South Afr J Wildlif Res 33:13–21. 

Koontz TM, Thomas CW (2006) What do we know and need to know about the 

environmental outcomes of collaborative management? Public Adm Rev 66:111–

121.  

Kørnøv L, Thissen WAH (2000) Rationality in decision- and policy-making: 

implications for strategic environmental assessment. Impact Assess Proj Apprais 

18:191–200.  

Korpimäki E (1985) Prey choice strategies of the kestrel Falco tinninculus in relation 

to available small mammals and other Finnish birds of prey. Ann Zool Fennici 

22:91–104. 

Krebs CJ (1999) Ecological Methodology, 2nd edn. Addison-Welsey, Menlo Park, 

California. 

Kremen C (2005) Managing ecosystem services: what do we need to know about 

their ecology? Ecol Lett 8:468–479.  

Kremen C, Ostfeld RS (2005) A call to ecologists: measuring, analyzing, and 

managing ecosystem services. Front Ecol Environ 3:540–548. 

Kumar M, Kumar P (2008) Valuation of the ecosystem services: a psycho-cultural 

perspective. Ecol Econ 64:808–819. 



155 

 

Kummu M, de Moel H, Ward PJ, Varis O (2011) How close do we live to water? A 

global analysis of population distance to freshwater bodies. PLoS One 6:e20578. 

DOI: 10.1371/journal.pone.0020578 

 

Kushner B, Waite R, Jungwiwattanaporn M, Burke L (2012) Influence of coastal 

economic valuations in the Caribbean: enabling conditions and lessons learned. 

World resources Institute Working Paper. World Resources Institure, Wasington, 

DC. 

Kuznetsova A, Brockhoff PB, Christensen RHB (2013) lmerTest: Tests for random 

and fixed effects for linear mixed effect models. R package version 2.0-3. http 

://CRAN.R-project.org/package=lmerTest. 

Lauge M, Møller J, Nielsen K, Linnemann M (2007) Restoration of Skjern River and 

its valley: project description and general ecological changes in the project area. Ecol 

Eng 30:131–144.  

Laurans Y, Mermet L (in press) Ecosystem services economic valuation, decision-

support system or advocacy? Ecosyst Serv; in press. DOI: 

10.1016/j.ecoser.2013.10.002 

Laurans Y, Rankovic A, Billé R Pirard R, Mermet L (2013) Use of ecosystem 

services economic valuation for decision making: questioning a literature blindspot. J 

Environ Manage 119:208–19.  

Lautenbach S, Volk M, Gruber B, Dormann CF, Strauch M, Seppelt R (2010) 

Quantifying Ecosystem Service Trade-offs. International Environmental Modelling 

and Software Society (iEMSs) 2010 International Congress on Environmental 

Modelling and Software Modelling for Environment’s Sake, Ottawa, Canada. 

Lautenbach S, Volk M, Strauch M, Whittaker G, Seppelt S (2013) Optimization-

based trade-off analysis of biodiesel crop production for managing an agricultural 

catchment. Environ Model Softw 48:98–112.  

Lawton JH, Woodroffe GL (1991) Habitat and the distribution of water voles: why 

are there gaps in a species’ range? J Anim Ecol 60:79–91. 

Le Bars M, Le Grusse P (2008) Use of a decision support system and a simulation 

game to help collective decision-making in water management. Comput Electron 

Agric 62:182–189.  

Leeuw D (1996) Degeneration of species-rich Calthion palustris hay meadows; some 

considerations on the community concept. J Veg Sci 7:185–194. 

Lemelin H (2009) Goodwill hunting: dragon hunters, dragonflies and leisure. Curr 

Issues Tour 12:553–571.  



156 

 

Lemelin RH (2007) Finding beauty in the dragon: the role of dragonflies in 

recreation and tourism. J. Ecotourism 6, 139–145. 

Lenssen JPM, van de Steeg HM, de Kroon H (2004) Does disturbance favour weak 

competitors? Mechanisms of changing plant abundance after flooding. J Veg Sci 

15:305-314. 

Letey J (1985) Relationship between soil physical properties and crop production. In: 

Stewart BA (ed) Advances in Soil Science. pp 277–294. Springer, New York. 

Leuze CCK (1976) Social behaviour and dispersal in the water vole. Doctoral thesis, 

University of Aberdeen. 

Liu S, Costanza R, Farber S, Troy A (2010) Valuing ecosystem services: theory, 

practice, and the need for a transdisciplinary synthesis. Ann New York Acad Sci 

1185:54–78.  

Lokemoen JT, Woodward RO (1992) Nesting waterfowl and water birds on natural 

islands in the Dakotas and Montana. Wildl Soc Bull 20: 163–171.  

Lovell ST, Johnston DM (2009) Creating multifunctional landscapes: how can the 

field of ecology inform the design of the landscape? Front Ecol Environ 7:212–220.  

Lowe C (2014) An investigatory study into the valuation of ecosystem services 

following the restoration of Fishlake wetland on the River Don, with focus on the 

relative merits of valuation methods. Undergraduate dissertation, The University of 

Sheffield. 

MA (2005) Ecosystems and human well-being: biodiversity synthesis. The 

Millennium Ecosystem Assessment. Island Press, Washington, DC. 

Macdonald DW, Sidorovich VE, Anisomova EI, Sidorovich NV, Johnson PJ (2002) 

The impact of American mink Mustela vison and European mink Mustela lutreola on 

water voles Arvicola terrestris in Belarus. Ecography 25:295–302. 

Macdonald DW, Strachan R (1999) The mink and the water vole: analyses for 

conservation. WildCRU, Oxford. 

Mace GM, Norris K, Fitter AH (2012) Biodiversity and ecosystem services: a 

multilayered relationship. Trends Ecol Evol 27:19–26.  

Macpherson J, Bright P (2010a) A preliminary investigation into whether grazing 

marsh is an effective refuge for water voles from predation. Lutra 53:21–27. 

Macpherson J, Bright P (2010b) Movements of radio-tracked American mink 

(Neovison vison) in extensive wetland in the UK, and the implications for threatened 

prey species such as the water vole (Arvicola amphibius). Eur J Wildl Res 56:855–

859. 



157 

 

 

Macpherson J, Bright P, Macpherson D (2003) Reversing the water vole decline: 

securing National Key Sites, landscape-level management and recolonisation. 

People’s Trust for Endangered Species website. 

http://www.ptes.org/files/1554_water_voles-_key_sites_final_report_1.pdf. Accessed 

25 February 2013. 

Maguire LA., Albright EA (2005) Can behavioral decision theory explain risk-averse 

fire management decisions? For Ecol Manage 211:47–58.  

Mainstone CP, Holmes NTH (2010) Embedding a strategic approach to river 

restoration in operational management processes - experiences in England. Aquat 

Conserv Mar Freshw Ecosyst 20:S82–S95.  

Malanson GP (1993) Riparian Landscapes. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Malhotra NK (1982) Information load and consumer decision making. J Consum Res 

8:419–430. 

Malmqvist B, Rundle S (2002) Threats to the running water ecosystems of the world. 

Environ Conserv 29:134–153. 

Maltby E (2009a) The changing wetland paradigm. In the Wetlands Handbook 

Volume 2. John Wiley & Sons, Chichester, pp 3–43. 

Maltby E (2009b) Functional assessment of wetlands: Towards evaluation of 

ecosystem services. Woodhead, Cambridge. 

Maltby E, Acreman MC (2011) Ecosystem services of wetlands : pathfinder for a 

new paradigm Ecosystem services of wetlands : pathfinder for a new paradigm. 

Hydrol Sci J 56:1341-1359. 

Maltby E, Ormerod S, Acreman M, Blackwell M, Durance I, Everard E, Morris J, 

Spray C, Biggs J, Boon P, Brierley B, Brown L, Burn A, Clarke S, Diack I, Duigan 

C, Dunbar M, Gilvear D, Gurnell A, Jenkins A, Large A, Maberly S, Moss B, 

Newman J, Robertson A, Ross M, Rowan J, Sheperd M, Skinner A, Thompson J, 

Vaughan I, Ward R (2011) Freshwaters – openwaters, wetlands and floodplains. In 

the UK National Ecosystem Assessment Technical Report (Chapter 9). UNEP-

WCMC, Cambridge. 

Mander U, Helming K, Wiggering H (2007) Multifunctional land use : meeting 

future demands for landscape goods and services. In Multifunctional Land Use. 

Springer, Berlin Heidelberg. pp 1–13. 

March JG (1978) Bounded rationality, ambiguity, and the engineering of choice. Bell 

J Econ 9:587–608. 



158 

 

Marsh T (2008) A hydrological overview of the summer 2007 floods in England and 

Wales. Weather 63:274–279. 

Maskell LC, Crowe A, Dunbar MJ, Emmett B, Henrys P, Keith AM, Smart SM 

(2013) Exploring the ecological constraints to multiple ecosystem service delivery 

and biodiversity. J Appl Ecol 50:561-571. 

Matthews JW, Spyreas G (2010) Convergence and divergence in plant community 

trajectories as a framework for monitoring wetland restoration progress. J Appl Ecol 

47:1128-1136.  

Mauchamp A, Chauvelon P, Grillas P (2002) Restoration of floodplain wetlands: 

Opening polders along a coastal river in Mediterranean France, Vistre marshes. Ecol. 

Eng. 18:619– 632. 

McCool S (2009) Challenges and opportunities at the interface of wildlife-viewing 

marketing and management in the twenty-first century, in: Manfredo M, Vaske J, 

Brown P, Decker D, Duke E (Eds.), Wildlife and society: the science of human 

dimensions. Island Press, Washington, DC, pp. 262-274. 

McDonald AW (2001) Succession during the re-creation of a flood-meadow 1985-

1999. Appl Veg Sci 4:167–176. 

Menard S (2000) Coefficients of determination for multiple logistic regression 

analysis. Am Stat 54:17–24. 

Merritt DM, Wohl EE (2006) Plant dispersal along rivers fragmented by dams. River 

Res Appl 22:1–26.  

Michener WK (1997) Quantitatively evaluating restoration experiments: research 

design, statistical analysis, and data management considerations. Restor Ecol 5:324–

337.  

Miller CJ (2000) Vegetation and habitat are not synonyms. Ecol Manag Restor 

1:102–104. 

Miller JR, Hobbs RJ (2007) Habitat restoration do we know what we’re doing? 

Restor Ecol 15:382–390.  

Mitchell MGE, Bennett EM, Gonzalez A (2013) Linking landscape connectivity and 

ecosystem service provision: current knowledge and research gaps. Ecosystems 

16:894–908.  

Moggridge HL, Gurnell AM (2010) Hydrological controls on the transport and 

deposition of plant propagules within riparian zones. 26:512–527.  

Moorhouse TP, Gelling M, Macdonald DW (2008) Effects of forage availability on 

growth and maturation rates in water voles. J Anim Ecol 77:1288–1295.  



159 

 

Moorhouse TP, Gelling M, Macdonald DW (2009) Effects of habitat quality upon 

reintroduction success in water voles: evidence from a replicated experiment. Biol 

Conserv 142:53–60. 

Moorhouse TP, Macdonald DW (2005) Temporal patterns of range use in water 

voles: do female’s territories drift? J Mammal 86:655–661. 

Moran D, McVittie A, Allcroft DJ, Elston DA (2007) Quantifying public preferences 

for agri-environmental policy in Scotland: a comparison of methods. Ecol Econ 

63:42–53. 

Morris J, Bailey AP, Alsop D, Vivash RM, Lawson CS, Leeds-Harrison PB (2004) 

Integrating flood management and agri-environment through washland creation in 

the UK. J Farm Manag 12:33–48. 

Morris J, Brewin P (in press) The impact of seasonal flooding on agriculture: the 

spring 2012 floods in Somerset, England. J Flood Risk Manag in press. DOI: 

10.1111/jfr3.12041 

Morris J, Posthumus H, Hess T, Gowing D, Rouquette J (2009) Watery Land: the 

management of lowland floodplains in England. In: Winter M, Lobley M, (Eds) , 

What is Land For? The Food, Fuel and Climate Change Debate. Earthscan, 

Abingdon.  

Moscardo G, Saltzer R (2004) Understanding Wildlife Tourism Markets, in: 

Higginbottom, K. (Eds.), Wildlife Tourism: Impacts, Management and Planning. 

Common Ground Publishing , Altona, VIC, Australia, pp. 167-185. 

Mountford J, Roy DB, Cooper JM, Manchester SJ, Swetnam RD, Warman EA, 

Treweek JR (2006) Methods for targeting the restoration of grazing marsh and wet 

grassland communities at a national, regional and local scale. J Nat Conserv 14:46–

66.  

Mountford JO (1994) Floristic change in English grazing marshes: the impact of 150 

years of drainage and land-use change. Watsonia 20:3–24. 

Naidoo R, 2004. Species richness and community composition of songbirds in a 

tropical forest-agricultural landscape. Anim Conserv 7:93–105. 

Naidoo R, Adamowicz WL (2005) Biodiversity and nature-based tourism at forest 

reserves in Uganda. Environ Dev Econ 10:159–178.  

Naidoo R, Balmford a, Costanza R, et al. (2008) Global mapping of ecosystem 

services and conservation priorities. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 105:9495–500. 

Naidoo R, Malcolm T, Tomasek A (2009) Economic benefits of standing forests in 

highland areas of Borneo: quantification and policy impacts. Conserv Lett 2:35–44.  



160 

 

Natural England (2013) The Humberhead Levels NIA. Natural England website. 

http://www.naturalengland.org.uk/ourwork/conservation/biodiversity/funding/nia/pro

jects/humberhead.aspx. Accessed 25 February 2013. 

Natural England, 2011. Environmental Stewardship Agreement AG00311781. 

Released under the Freedom of Information Act.  

Nelson E, Mendoza G, Regetz J, Polasky S, Tallis H, Cameraon DR, Chan KMA, 

Daily GC, Goldstein J, Kareiva PM, Lonsdorf E, Naidoo R, Ricketts TH, Shaw MR 

(2009) Modeling multiple ecosystem services, biodiversity conservation, commodity 

production, and tradeoffs at landscape scales. Front Ecol Environ 7:4–11.  

Newton AC, Hodder K, Cantarello E, Perrella L, Birch JC, Robins J, Douglas S, 

Moody C, Cordingley J (2012) Cost – benefit analysis of ecological networks 

assessed through spatial analysis of ecosystem services. J Appl Ecol 49:571–580.  

Ngatchou P, Zarei A, El-Sharkawi MA (2005) Pareto Multi Objective Optimization. 

Proceedings of the 13th International Conference on, Intelligent Systems Application 

to Power Systems pp 84–91.  

Nicholson E, Mace GM, Armsworth PR, Atkinson G, Buckle S, Clements T, Ewers 

RM, Fa JE, Gardner TA, Gibbons J, Grenyer R, Metcalfe R, Mourato S, Muûls M, 

Osborn D, Reuman DC, Watson C, Milner-Gulland EJ (2009) Priority research areas 

for ecosystem services in a changing world. J Appl Ecol 46:1139–1144. 

Nielsen AB, Heyman E, Richnau G (2012). Liked, disliked and unseen forest 

attributes: relation to modes of viewing and cognitive constructs. J Environ Manage 

113:456–66. 

Nilsson C, Gardfjell M, Grelsson G (1991) Importance of hydrochory in structuring 

plant communities along rivers. Can J Bot 69:2631–2633.  

O’Farrell PJ, Anderson PM (2010) Sustainable multifunctional landscapes: a review 

to implementation. Curr Opin Environ Sustain 2:59–65.  

Oksanen J, Blanchet FG, Kindt R, Legendre P, Minchin P, O’Hara R, Simpson G, 

Solymos P, Stevens H, Wagner H (2012) vegan:Community Ecology Package. R 

package version 2.0-5.  http://CRAN.R-project.org/package=vegan.  

Oksanen M (1997) The moral value of biodiversity. Ambio 26:541–545. 

Oldfield TE., Smith RJ, Harrop SR, Leader-Williams N (2004) A gap analysis of 

terrestrial protected areas in England and its implications for conservation policy. 

Biol Conserv 120:303–309.  

ONS (2001) Census 2001: Parish Headcounts. United Kingdom Office of National 

Statistics. 



161 

 

Opperman JJ, Luster RL, McKenney BA, Roberts M, Meadows AW (2010) 

Ecologically functional floodplains: connectivity, flow regime, and scale. J Am 

Water Res Assoc 46:211-226. 

Orams MB (1996) A conceptual model of tourist‐wildlife interaction: the case for 

education as a management strategy. Aust. Geogr. 27:39–51. 

Ordnance Survey (1907) Ordnance Survey Third Edition. Ordnance Survey, 

Southampton. 

Ordnance Survey (2006) Ordnance Survey Map of Doncaster , Conisbrough, Maltby 

and Thorne. Explorer 279. Ordnance Survey, Southhampton.  

Orr H, Wilby R, McKenzie Hedger M, Brown I (2008) Climate change in the 

uplands: a UK perspective on safeguarding regulatory ecosystem services. Clim Res 

37:77–98.  

Otte A, Simmering D, Wolters V (2007) Biodiversity at the landscape level: recent 

concepts and perspectives for multifunctional land use. Landsc Ecol 22:639–642.  

Paine L, Undersander DJ, Sample DW, Bartelt GA, Schatteman TA (1996) Cattle 

trampling of simulated ground nests in rotationally grazed pastures. J Range Manage 

49:294–300. 

Palmer M, Allan JD, Meyer J, Bernhardt ES (2007) River Restoration in the twenty-

first century: data and experiential knowledge to inform future efforts. Restor Ecol 

15:472–481.  

Palmer MA, Ambrose RF, Poff NL (1997) Ecological theory and community 

restoration ecology. Restor Ecol 5:291–300.  

Palmer MA, Filoso S (2009) Restoration of ecosystem services for environmental 

markets. Science 325:575–576.  

Pate J, Loomis J (1997) The effect of distance on willingness to pay values: a case 

study of wetlands and salmon in California. Ecol Econ 20:199–207. 

Pebesma EJ, Bivand RS (2005) Classes and methods for spatial data in R. R News 5 

URL: http://cran.r-project.org/doc/Rnews/. 

Plieninger T, Dijks S, Oteros-Rozas E, Bieling C (2013) Assessing, mapping, and 

quantifying cultural ecosystem services at community level. L Use Policy 33:118–

129. 

Poff NL, Allan JD, Bain MB, Karr JR, Prestegaard KL, Richter BD, Sparks RE, 

Stromberg JC (1997) The natural flow regime. BioScience 47:769-784. 



162 

 

Poff NL, Allan JD, Palmer MA, Hart DD, Richter BD, Arthington AH, Rogers KH, 

Meyer JL, Stanford JA (2003) River flows and water wars: emerging science for 

environmental decision making. Front Ecol Environ 1:298–306. 

Pond Action (2000) Proceedings of the Ponds Conference 1998. Pond Action, 

Oxford. 

Posthumus H, Rouquette JR, Morris J, Gowing DJG, Hess TM (2010) A framework 

for the assessment of ecosystem goods and services; a case study on lowland 

floodplains in England. Ecol Econ 69:1510–1523.  

Provenza FD, Villalba JJ, Wiedmeier RW, Lyman T, Owens J, Lisonbee L, 

Clemensen A, Welch KD, Gardner DR, Lee ST (2009) Value of plant diversity for 

diet mixing and sequencing in herbivores. Rangel 31:45–49.   

R Core Development Team (2012) R: A language and environment for statistical 

computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria.  http://www.R-

project.org/.  

Rafe RW, Usher MB, Jefferson RG (1985) Birds on reserves: the influence of area 

and habitat on species richness. J Appl Ecol 22:327–335. 

Rambonilaza M, Dachary-Bernard J (2007) Land-use planning and public 

preferences: what can we learn from choice experiment method? Landsc Urban Plan 

83: 318–326. 

Raudsepp-Hearne C, Peterson GD, Bennett EM (2010a) Ecosystem service bundles 

for analyzing tradeoffs in diverse landscapes. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 107:5242-

5247. 

Raudsepp-Hearne C, Peterson GD, Tengö M, Bennett EM, Holland T, Benessaiah K, 

MacDonald GK, Pfeifer L (2010b) Untangling the environmentalist’s paradox: why 

is human well-being increasing as ecosystem services degrade? Bioscience 60:576–

589.  

Reckendorfer W, Baranyi C, Funk A, Schiemer F (2006) Floodplain restoration by 

reinforcing hydrological connectivity: expected effects on aquatic mollusc 

communities. J Appl Ecol 43:474–484.  

Redjadj C, Duparc A, Lavorel S, Grigulis K, Bonenfant C, Maillard D, Saïd S, 

Loison A (2012) Estimating herbaceous plant biomass in mountain grasslands: a 

comparative study using three different methods. Alp Botany 122: 57–63. 

Reed PM, Hadka D, Herman JD, Kasprzyk JR, Kollat JB (2013) Evolutionary 

multiobjective optimization in water resources: the past, present, and future. Adv 

Water Resour 51:438–456.  



163 

 

Rey Benayas JM, Newton AC, Diaz A, Bullock JM (2009) Enhancement of 

biodiversity and ecosystem services by ecological restoration: a meta-analysis. 

Science 325:1121–1124.  

Reynolds PC, Braithwaite D (2001) Towards a conceptual framework for wildlife 

tourism. Tour Manag 22:31–42. 

Richards D, Maltby LM, Moggridge HL, Warren PW (in press) European water 

voles in a reconnected lowland river floodplain: habitat preferences and distribution 

patterns following the restoration of flooding. Wetl Ecol Manag. 

Rodríguez JP, Beard TD, Bennett EM, Cumming GS, Cork SJ, Agard J, Dobson AP, 

Peterson GD (2006) Trade-offs across space, time, and ecosystem eervices. Ecol. 

Soc. 11: 28[online] URL: http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/art28/ 

Rodwell JS (1991) British Plant Communities Volume 2. Mires and Heath. 

Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Rodwell JS (1992) British Plant Communities Volume 3. Grassland and montane 

communities. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Rodwell JS (1995) British Plant Communities Volume 4. Aquatic communities, 

swamps and tall-herb fens. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 

Rohde S, Hostmann M, Peter A, Ewald K (2006) Room for rivers: An integrative 

search strategy for floodplain restoration. Landsc Urban Plan 78:50–70. 

Roschewitz I, Thies C, Tscharntke T (2005) Are landscape complexity and farm 

specialisation related to land-use intensity of annual crop fields? Agric Ecosyst 

Environ 105:87–99.  

Rose F, O’Reilly C (2006) The Wildflower Key (Revised edition) – How to identify 

wild plants trees and shrubs in Britain and Ireland. Warne & Co., London. 

Rosenthal G (2006) Restoration of wet grasslands – effects of seed dispersal, 

persistence and abundance on plant species recruitment. Basic Appl Ecol 7:409–421.  

Ross-Smith V, Calbrade N, Austin G (2011) Analysis of wetland bird survey 

(WEBS) data for the wash SSSI/NNR. BTO Research Report No. 587. British Trust 

for Ornithology, Thetford, Norfolk. 

Rotherham ID, Harrison K (2006) History and ecology in the reconstruction of the 

South Yorkshire fens: past, present and future. Proceedings of the IALE Conference, 

Water and the Landscape: The Landscape Ecology of Freshwater Ecosystems, pp 8-

16. 

Rouquette JR, Posthumus H, Gowing DJG, Tucker G, Dawson QL, Hess TM, Morris 

J (2009) Valuing nature-conservation interests on agricultural floodplains. J Appl 

Ecol 46:289-296. 



164 

 

Rouquette JR, Posthumus H, Morris J, Hess TM, Dawson QL, Gowing DJG (2011) 

Synergies and trade-offs in the management of lowland rural floodplains: an 

ecosystem services approach. Hydrol Sci J 56:1566–1581.  

Rowe G, Frewer LJ (2005) A typology of public engagement mechanisms. Sci Tech 

Hum Values 30:251-290. 

Ruckelshaus M, McKenzie E, Tallis H,Guerry A, Daily G, Kareiva P, Polasky S, 

Ricketts T, Bhagabati N, Wood SA, Bernhardt J (in press) Notes from the field: 

Lessons learned from using ecosystem service approaches to inform real-world 

decisions. Ecol Econ. In press. DOI: 10.1016/j.ecolecon.2013.07.009 

Sah SAM (1998) Spacing pattern and mating system in water voles (Arvicola 

terrestris) in north-east Scotland. Doctoral thesis, University of Aberdeen. 

Sanon S, Hein T, Douven W, Winkler P (2012) Quantifying ecosystem service trade-

offs: the case of an urban floodplain in Vienna, Austria. J Environ Manage 111:159–

72.  

Santamaría L (2002) Why are most aquatic plants widely distributed? Dispersal, 

clonal growth and small-scale heterogeneity in a stressful environment. Acta 

Oecologica 23:137–154.  

Schaich H, Bieling C, Plieninger T (2010a) Linking Ecosystem Services with 

Cultural Landscape Research. Gaia-Ecol Persp Sci Soc 19:269–277. 

Schaich H, Szabó I, Kaphegyi T a. M (2010b) Grazing with Galloway cattle for 

floodplain restoration in the Syr Valley, Luxembourg. J Nat Conserv 18:268–277.  

Schaich H, Rudner M, Konold W (2010c) Short-term impact of river restoration and 

grazing on floodplain vegetation in Luxembourg. Agric Ecosyst Environ 139:142–

149.  

Schiemer F, Baumgartner C, Tockner K (1999) Restoration of floodplain rivers: The 

“Danube restoration project.” Regul Rivers Res Manag 15:231–244.  

Selman P (1998) Local Agenda 21: Substance or Spin? J Environ Plan Manag 

41:533–553.  

Selman P (2009) Planning for landscape multifunctionality. Sust: Sci, Pract, Polic 

5:45–52. 

Senft RL, Coughenour MB, Bailey DW, Rittenhouse LR, Sala OE, Swift DM (1987) 

Large herbivore foraging and ecological hierarchies. BioScience 37: 789–795 and 

798–799.  

Seppelt R, Dormann CF, Eppink F V., Lautenbach S, Schmidt S (2011) A 

quantitative review of ecosystem service studies: approaches, shortcomings and the 

road ahead. J Appl Ecol 48:630–636.  



165 

 

Seppelt R, Lautenbach S (2010) The use of simulation models and optimization 

techniques in environmental management: the example of ecosystem service trade-

offs. In Liotta PH and Kepner WG (Eds) Achieving Environmental Security: 

Ecosystem Services and Human Welfare. IOS Press BV, Amsterdam. 

Seppelt R, Lautenbach S, Volk M (2013) Identifying trade-offs between ecosystem 

services, land use, and biodiversity: a plea for combining scenario analysis and 

optimization on different spatial scales. Curr Opin Environ Sustain 1–6.  

Shaw E (2012) Weir management: challenges, analyses and decision support. PhD 

Thesis, University of Sheffield.Agency,  

Shaw S, Tratt R, Eades P (2009) Vegetation survey at Fishlake. Report produced for 

Warren, PH at The University of Sheffield.  

Simaika JP, Samways MJ (2008) Valuing dragonflies as service providers, in 

Córdoba-Aguilar A (Ed) Dragonflies: model organisms for ecological and 

evolutionary research. Oxford University Press, Oxford pp 109–123. 

Simon HA (1952) A behavioural model of rational choice. Q J Econ 69:99–118. 

Skaug H, Fournier D, Nielsen A (2006) glmmADMB: generalized linear mixed 

models using AD model builder. R package version 0.7.2.12.  

Smajgl A, Brown DG, Valbuena D, Huigen MG. (2011) Empirical characterisation 

of agent behaviours in socio-ecological systems. Environ Model Softw 26:837–844.  

Smukler SM, Sánchez-Moreno S, Fonte SJ, Ferris H, Klonsky K, O’Geen AT, Scow 

KM, Steenwerth KL, Jackson LE (2010) Biodiversity and multiple ecosystem 

functions in an organic farmscape. Agric Ecosyst Environ 139:80–97. 

Smyth RL, Watzin MC, Manning RE (2009). Investigating public preferences for 

managing Lake Champlain using a choice experiment. J Environ Manage 90:615–

623. 

Spangenberg JH, Settele J (2010) Precisely incorrect? Monetising the value of 

ecosystem services. Ecol Complex 7:327–337.  

Sparks R, Nelson JC, Yin Y (1998) Naturalization of the flood regime in regulated 

rivers. BioScience 48: 706-720. 

Sparks RE (1995) Need for Ecosystem Management of Large Rivers and Their 

Floodplains. Bioscience 45:168–182. 

Stammel B, Kiehl K, Pfadenhauer J (2003) Alternative management on fens: 

response of vegetation to grazing and mowing. Appl Veg Sci 6:245–254 



166 

 

Stamp LD (1935) The land utilisation survey of Britain. Geographical Publications 

Ltd, Audrey N. Clark, Environment Agency/DEFRA and Great Britain Historical 

GIS. 

Storrier KL, McGlashan DJ, Bonellie S, Velander K (2007) Beach litter deposition at 

a selection of beaches in the Firth of Forth, Scotland. J Coast Res 23:813–822.  

Strachan R, Jefferies DJ  (1993) The water vole Arvicola terrestris in Britain 1989-

1990: its distribution and changing status. The Vincent Wildlife Trust, London. 

Strachan R, Moorhouse T, Gelling M (2011) Water vole conservation handbook, 3rd 

Edition. Wildlife Conservation Research Unit, Abingdon. 

Strager MP, Rosenberger RS (2006) Incorporating stakeholder preferences for land 

conservation: weights and measures in spatial MCA. Ecol. Econ. 58, 79–92. 

Suh AN, Samways MJ (2001) Development of a dragonfly awareness trail in an 

African botanical garden. Biol Con. 100:345–353. 

Sutherland RJ, Walsh RG (1985) Effect of distance on the preservation value of 

water quality. Land Econ 61:281–291. 

Sutton PC, Costanza R (2002) Global estimates of market and non-market values 

derived from nighttime satellite imagery, land cover, and ecosystem service 

valuation. Ecol Econ 41:509–527.  

Swenson RO, Whitener K, Eaton M (2003) Restoring floods to floodplains: riparian 

and floodplain restoration at the Cosumnes River Preserve. California Riparian 

Systems: Processes and Floodplain Management, Ecology, Restoration, 2001 

Riparian Habitat and Floodplains Conference Proceedings, Faber PM (ed.). Riparian 

Habitat Joint Venture: Sacramento, CA.  

Tallis H, Kareiva P, Marvier M, Chang A (2008) An ecosystem services framework 

to support both practical conservation and economic development. Proc Natl Acad 

USA 105:9457–9464. 

Tallis H, Polasky S (2009) Mapping and valuing ecosystem services as an approach 

for conservation and natural-resource management. Ann New York Acad Sci 

1162:265–83.  

Telfer AS, Holt A, Donaldson R, Lambin X (2001) Metapopulation processes and 

persistence in remnant water vole populations. Oikos 95:31–42. 

Therneau TM (2013) survival: A package for survival analysis in S. R package 

version 2.37-4. 

Tischendorf L, Fahrig L (2000) On the usage and measurement of landscape 

connectivity. Oikos 90:7-19. 



167 

 

Tockner K, Lorang S, Stanford JA (2010) River flood plains are model systems to 

test general hydrogeomorphic and ecological concepts. River Res Appl 26:76–86.  

Tockner K, Malard F, Ward J V. (2000) An extension of the flood pulse concept. 

Hydrol Process 14:2861–2883.  

Tockner K, Pennetzdorfer D, Reiner N, Schiemer F, Ward J V (1999) Hydrological 

connectivity, and the exchange of organic matter and nutrients in a dynamic river-

floodplain system (Danube, Austria). Freshw Biol 41:521–535. 

Tockner K, Schiemer F, Baumgartner C, Kum G, Weigand E, Zweimüller I, Ward 

JV (1999) The Danube restoration project: species diversity patterns across 

connectivity gradients in the floodplain system. Regul Rivers Res Mgmt 15:245–258. 

Tockner K, Stanford JA (2002) Riverine flood plains: present state and future trends. 

Environ Conserv 29:308–330.  

Tonn B, English M, Travis C (2000) A framework for understanding and improving 

environmental decision making. J Environ Plan Manage 43:163–183. 

Toogood SE, Joyce CB (2009) Effects of raised water levels on wet grassland plant 

communities. Appl Veg Sci 12:283–294.  

Toogood SE, Joyce CB, Waite S (2008) Response of floodplain grassland plant 

communities to altered water regimes. Plant Ecol 197:285–298.  

Tournant P, Joseph L, Goka K, Courchamp F (2012) The rarity and overexploitation 

paradox: stag beetle collections in Japan. Biodivers Conserv 21:1425–1440. 

Traut AH, Hostetler ME (2004) Urban lakes and waterbirds: effects of shoreline 

development on avian distribution. Landsc Urban Plan 69:69–85.  

Trowbridge WB (2007) The role of stochasticity and priority effects in floodplain 

restoration. Ecol Appl 17:1312–1324. 

Troy A, Wilson MA (2006) Mapping ecosystem services: practical challenges and 

opportunities in linking GIS and value transfer. Ecol Econ 60:435–449. 

Trudgill N (2007) History of the Don at Stainforth and Fishlake. Report produced for 

the Environment Agency. 

Tudor DT, Williams AT (2003) Public perception and opinion of visible beach 

aesthetic pollution: the utilisation of photography. J Coast Res 19:1104–1115. 

Tuomisto H (2010) A diversity of beta diversities: straightening up a concept gone 

awry. Part 1. Defining beta diversity as a function of alpha and gamma diversity. 

Ecography 33:2–22. 



168 

 

Turner RK, Daily GC (2008) The ecosystem services framework and natural capital 

conservation. Environ Resour Econ 39:25–35.  

Tversky A, Kahneman D (1986) Rational choice and the framing of decisions. J. 

Bus. 59:S251-S278. 

van Bodegom PM, Grootjans AP, Sorrell BK, Bekker RM, Bakker C, Ozinga WA 

(2006) Plant traits in response to raising groundwater levels in wetland restoration: 

evidence from three case studies. Appl Veg Sci 9:251.  

Van de Noort (2000) Reconstructing past wetland landscapes - two case studies from 

the Humber wetlands. Archaeol. Sev. Estuary 11:163–174. 

Van de Noort R (2000) Reconstructing past wetland landscapes - two case studies 

from the Humber wetlands. Archaeol Severn Estuary 11:163–174. 

van der Horst D (2006) A prototype method to map the potential visual-amenity 

benefits of new farm woodlands. Environ Plan B: Plan Des 33:221–238. 

van Wensem JJ (2013) Use of the ecosystem services concept in landscape 

management in the Netherlands. Integr Environ Assess Manag 9:237–242.  

Vercoutere B, Honnay O, Hermy M (2007) Vegetation response after restoring the 

connectivity between a river channel and its floodplain. Appl Veg Sci 10:271-278. 

Vitousek PM, Mooney HA, Lubchenco J, Melillo JM (2010) Human domination of 

Earth’s ecosystems. Science 277:494-499. 

Vogt K, Rasran L, Jensen K (2004) Water-borne seed transport and seed deposition 

during flooding in a small river-valley in Northern Germany. Flora 199:377–388.  

Wainwright J, Turnbull L, Ibrahim TG, Lexartza-Artza I, Thornton SF, Brazier RE 

(2011) Linking environmental regimes, space and time: interpretations of structural 

and functional connectivity. Geomorphology 126:387-404.  

Walters CJ, Holling CS (1990) Large-scale management experiments and learning by 

doing. Ecology 71:2060–2068. 

Ward J V, Tockner K, Arscott DB, Claret C (2002) Riverine landscape diversity. 

Freshw Biol 47:517–539.  

Ward JV, Tockner K, Schiemer F (1999) Biodiversity of floodplain river ecosystems: 

ecotones and connectivity. Regul Rivers Res Mgmt 15:125–139 

Westerberg VH, Lifran R, Olsen SB (2010) To restore or not? A valuation of social 

and ecological functions of the Marais des Baux wetland in Southern France. Ecol. 

Econ. 69:2383–2393. 



169 

 

Wharton G, Gilvear DJ (2007) River restoration in the UK: meeting the dual needs of 

the European union water framework directive and flood defence? Int J River Basin 

Manag 5:143–154.  

Wheaton JM, Darby SE, Sear DA (2008) The Scope of Uncertainties in River 

Restoration. In Darby SA, Sear DA (Eds). River Restoration: Managing the 

Uncertainty in Restoring Physical Habitat, pp 21-39. 

Wheaton JM, Darby SE, Sear DA, Milne J a (2006) Does scientific conjecture 

accurately describe restoration practice? Insight from an international river 

restoration survey. Area 38:128–142.  

Wheeler BD, Gowing DJG, Shaw SC, Mountford JO, Money RP (2004) 

Ecohydrological guidelines for lowland wetland plant communities. Environment 

Agency,  Peterborough. 

Wiens JA (2002) Riverine landscapes: taking landscape ecology into the water. 

Freshw Biol 47:501–515.  

Wiggering H, Dalchow C, Glemnitz M, Helming K, Müller K, Schultz A, Stachow 

U, Zander P (2006) Indicators for multifunctional land use—linking socio-economic 

requirements with landscape potentials. Ecol Indic 6:238–249.  

Willemen L, Hein L, van Mensvoort MEF, Verburg PH (2010) Space for people, 

plants, and livestock? Quantifying interactions among multiple landscape functions 

in a Dutch rural region. Ecol Indic 10:62–73.  

Williams AT, Simmons SL (1999) Sources of riverine litter: the River Taff, South 

Wales, UK. Water Air and Soil Pollut 112:197–216. 

Wilson CJ (2004) Could we live with reintroduced large carnivores in the UK ? 

Mammal Rev 34:211–232. 

Wilson MA, Hoehn JP (2006) Valuing environmental goods and services using 

benefit transfer: The state-of-the art and science. Ecol Econ 60:335–342.  

With KA, Gardner RH, Turner MG (1997) Landscape connectivity and population 

distributions in heterogeneous environments. Oikos 78:151-169.  

Wohl E, Angermeier PL, Bledsoe B, Kondolf GM, MacDonnell L, Merritt DM, 

Palmer MA, Poff NL, Tarboton D (2005) River restoration. Water Resour Res 

41(10).  

Woodroffe GL, Lawton JH, Davidson WL (1990) The impact of feral mink Mustela 

vison on water voles Arvicola terrestris in the North Yorkshire Moors National Park. 

Biol Conserv. 51:49–62. 

Wunder S (2007) The efficiency of payments for environmental services in tropical 

conservation. Conserv Biol 21:48–58.  



170 

 

Wywialowski AP (1987) Habitat structure and predators: choices and consequences 

for rodent habitat specialists and generalists. Oecologia 72, 39–45. 

Zar JH (2010) Biostatistical Analysis, 5th Edition. Pearson Prentice-Hall, Upper 

Saddle River, New Jersey. 

Zedler J (2000) Progress in wetland restoration ecology. Trends Ecol Evol 15:402–

407. 

Zedler JB, Kercher S (2005) Wetland resources: status, trends, ecosystem services, 

and restorability. Annu Rev Environ Resour 30:39–74.  

Żmihorski M, Dziarska-Pałac J, Sparks TH, Tryjanowski P (2013) Ecological 

correlates of the popularity of birds and butterflies in Internet information resources. 

Oikos 122:183-190. 

Zobel M, van der Maarel E, Dupré C (1998) Species pool: the concept, its 

determination and significance for community restoration. Appl Veg Sci 1:55–66.  

Zsuffa I, Bogardi JJ (1995) Floodplain restoration by means of water regime control. 

Phys Chem Earth 20:237–243.  

  



171 

 

Appendices 

A. Appendix to Chapter 2 

A.1. Topographic height of the four flood entry points shown in Figure 2.7 over the 

five years of the study. Heights were estimated from the topographic dataset 

described in Chapters 2 and 4. The topographic measurements of the site in 2013 are 

visualised in Figure 2.7. 

Flood entry 

point 

Height in 

2009 (m) 

Height in 

2010 (m) 

Height in 

2011 (m) 

Height in 

2012 (m) 

Height in 

2013 (m) 

a 2.6 2 2 2 2 

b 5.3 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 

c 5 5 5 2.5 2.5 

d 5 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.5 

 

B. Appendix to Chapter 3 

 

B.1. Logistic regression models that predict the hydrology of each sample plot from 

river level data. The proportion of the sample plot underwater was measured on a 

given occasion, and the proportion of time during the preceding two weeks that flood 

water was entering the site was used as the explanatory variable.  Each line shows 

the relationship for one sample plot (n=28). Red lines indicate non-significant (at 

alpha = 0.05) relationships, black lines indicate significant ones. 
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B.2. List of species that were recorded in the sample plots for the first time in 2011 

and 2013.  

Species Year of 

colonisation 

Number of sample 

plots colonised 

Broad habitat 

Leontodon autumnalis 2011 1 Terrestrial 

Hordeum secalinium 2011 1 Terrestrial 

Callitriche stagnalis 2011 2 Aquatic 

Elodea nuttallii 2011 1 Aquatic 

Hippuris vulgaris 2011 1 Aquatic 

Potamogeton natans 2011 1 Aquatic 

Potamogeton pusillus 2011 1 Aquatic 

Filamentous algae spp. 2011 1 Aquatic 

Plantago lanceolata 2011 2 Terrestrial 

Sisymbrium officinale 2011 1 Terrestrial 

Epilobium montanum 2011 1 Terrestrial 

Veronica serpyllifolium 2011 1 Terrestrial 

Iris pseudocorus 2011 1 Aquatic 

Veronica scutellata 2013 3 Terrestrial 

Aethusa cynapium 2013 2 Terrestrial 

Eleocharis palustris 2013 2 Terrestrial/ 

emergent 

Hypocharis radicata 2013 2 Terrestrial 

Viola palustris 2013 2 Terrestrial 

Chenopodium album 2013 1 Terrestrial 

Cerastium arvensis 2013 2 Terrestrial 

Sinapsis arvensis 2013 2 Terrestrial 
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B.3. List of species which went extinct from the survey quadrats, either between 

2009 and 2011, or between 2011 and 2013. 

Species Year of no 

record 

Number of 

sample 

plots extinct 

Broad habitat 

Epilobium hirsutum 2011 1 Terrestrial 

Galium aparine 2011 4 Terrestrial 

Lathyrus pratensis 2011 1 Terrestrial 

Rumex acetosa 2011 2 Terrestrial/ emergent 

Phalaris arundinacea 2011 1 Aquatic 

Quercus robur 2011 1 Terrestrial 

Veronica catenata 2011 1 Terrestrial/ emergent 

Arctium minus 2011 1 Terrestrial 

Anthriscus sylvestris 2013 2 Terrestrial 

Carex otrubae 2013 1 Terrestrial 

Cirsium vulgare 2013 8 Terrestrial 

Juncus articulatus 2013 1 Terrestrial 

Matricaria discoidea 2013 1 Terrestrial 

Myosotis scorpioides 2013 1 Terrestrial/ emergent 

Leontodon autumnalis 2013 1 Terrestrial 

Hippuris vulgaris 2013 1 Terrestrial/ emergent 

Potamogeton pusillus 2013 1 Aquatic 

Sisymbrium officinale 2013 1 Terrestrial 

Epilobium montanum 2013 1 Terrestrial 

Veronica serpyllifolia 2013 1 Terrestrial 

Iris pseudacorus 2013 2 Terrestrial/ emergent 
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C. Appendix to Chapter 5 

C.1. Counts of debris items in the River Don at Fishlake 

This supplementary information describes the data collection and analysis for Figure 

5.1. Figure 5.1 is an additional figure produced for Chapter 5 of this thesis, and is not 

part of the accompanying manuscript.  

Debris items were counted from the riverbank on 68 occasions between the 6/6/2011 

and the 19/4/2013. On each occasion, debris items that passed the location of the 

surveyor were counted for a period of five minutes and the direction of river flow 

(either upstream or downstream) was recorded. Sticks (small tree branches), logs 

(tree branches that were approximately 10 cm or more in diameter), man-made items, 

and agglomerations of floating rush were recorded separately, but were pooled for 

analysis. The size of larger agglomerations was estimated visually, and the number 

of debris items was estimated as the number of 30 cm diameter discs that would be 

needed to cover the agglomeration. The difference in total quantity of debris between 

occasions of upstream and downstream flow was analysed using a Welch t-test. 

Over the course of all surveys, 985 debris items were recorded. Sticks made up the 

majority of the debris (59%), followed by rush (18%), logs (13%) and man-made 

items (10%). The mean quantity of debris was 8 items when the direction of flow 

was downstream, and was 55 items when the direction of flow was upstream. The 

quantity of debris in the river during periods of upstream flow was significantly 

greater than the quantity during downstream flow (t = 3.16, df = 8.12, p = 0.01).  
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D. Appendix to Chapter 6 

 

 

D.1. Quadrat locations for the surveys used in Chapters 5 and 6, and the least cost 

variable that was used as an index of the shortest wetted distance from the two bank 

breaches. The least cost measure was used as an index of the probability that items 

brought in by flood events would travel to different parts of the floodplain. The cost 

distance was calculated from the two flood bank breach locations, and the cost 

surface was specified as the number of occasions that each part of the floodplains 

was dry during the course of the water level monitoring described in Chapters 2 and 

4. The minimum value of this cost surface was 0, indicating that the location was 

always submerged, and items could thus flow freely. The maximum value of the cost 

surface was 52, which would indicate that the location was never submerged and it 

would thus be unlikely that items would be carried over the area by flooding. Green 

indicates areas that are expected to be highly connected to the river, while brown 

indicates less connected areas. 
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D.2. List of floodplain grazing marsh and Doncaster region biodiversity action plan 

plant species.  

Species FGM indicator 

species 

BAP – listed 

species 

Achillea millefolium  x x 

Cirsium vulgare  x x 

Juncus articulatus  x x 

Myosotis.scorpiodes x x 

Agrostis spp. x x 

Alopecurus geniculatus  x x 

Cynosurus cristatus  x x 

Festuca rubra agg. x x 

Glyceria fluitans  x x 

Lolium perenne x x 

Phalaris arundinacea  x x 

Anthriscus sylvestris  x 

 Bellis perennis  x  

Cerastium fontanum  x  

Cirsium arvense  x  

Equisetum arvense x  

Epilobium hirsutum  x  

Galium aparine  x  

Juncus effusus  x  

Juncus inflexus  x  

Lathyrus pratensis  x  

Persicaria.amphibia x  

Lotus corniculatus  x  

Plantago major  x  

Potentilla anserina  x  

Potentilla reptans  x  

Ranunculus acris  x  

Ranunculus repens  x  

Rumex conglomeratus  x  

Rumex obtusifolius  x  

Rumex acetosa  x  

Senecio jacobaea  x  

Taraxacum officinale  x  

Trifolium pratense  x  

Trifolium repens  x  

Urtica dioica  x  

Arrhenatherum elatius  x  

Alopecurus pratensis  x  

Bromus hordeaceus  x  

Elymus repens  x  

Dactylis glomerata  x  
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D.2. (continued) 

   

Species FGM indicator BAP listed 

Deschampsia cespitosa  x  

Festuca arundinacea  x  

Holcus lanatus  x  

Rumex crispus  x  

Geranium dissectum x  

Trifolium dubium  x  

Leontodon autumnalis  x  

Hordeum secalinum  x  

Plantago lanceolata  x  

Iris pseudacorus  x  

Eleocharis.palustris x  

Heracleum sphondylium  x  

Lemna minor  x  

Hypochoeris radicata  x  

Leucanthemum vulgare  x  

Veronica scutellata  x  

Capsella bursa-pastoris  x  

Rorippa nasturtium-aquaticum 0 x 

Glyceria maxima  0 x 

Phleum bertolonii  0 x 

Veronica catenata 0 x 

Potamogeton natans 0 x 

Lemna trisulca  0 x 

Poa annua   x 

  

D.3. Generalised linear models for each of the seven ecosystem services indicators. 

D.3.1. Proportion of plant species that were floodplain grazing marsh indicators 

species 

Coefficient Estimate Standard error z p 

Intercept 2.10 0.5 4.17 <0.001 

Flood exposure -0.05 0.01 -3.27 0.001 

 

D.3.2. BAP species richness 

Coefficient Estimate Standard error z p 

Intercept 1.48 0.09 15.82 <0.001 

Flood exposure -0.15 <0.01 -4.42 <0.001 
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D.3.3. Probability of cow dung presence 

Coefficient Estimate Standard error z p 

Intercept 1.27 0.3 4.28 <0.001 

Flood exposure -0.08 0.01 -6.78 <0.001 

 

D.3.4. Probability of odonata presence 

Coefficient Estimate Standard error z p 

Intercept -2.65 0.44 -5.97 <0.001 

Flood exposure 0.14 0.27 5.38 <0.001 

Flood exposure 

squared 

-0.001 <0.01 -4.02 <0.001 

Vegetation 

height 

0.03 0.02 1.81 0.07 

Spatial 

predictor 

9.12 1.25 7.28 <0.001 

 

D.3.5. Probability of debris presence 

Coefficient Estimate Standard error z p 

Intercept 2.23 <0.01 3.12 0.002 

Flood exposure <0.01 <0.01 -2.88 0.004 

Vegetation 

height 

<0.01 <0.01 1.88 0.06 

Flow distance 

from nearest 

flood entry 

point 

-1.34 <0.01 -1.91 0.06 
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D.3.6. Volume available for water storage 

Coefficient Estimate Standard error z p 

Intercept 4244.37 175.9 24.12 <0.001 

Flood exposure 153.67 16.89 9.09 <0.001 

Flood exposure 

squared 

-1.51 0.31 -4.84 <0.001 

Spatial 

predictor 

-4003.66 702.64 -5.7 <0.001 

 

D.3.7. Probability of bird presence 

Coefficient Estimate Standard error z p 

Intercept -4.6 0.65 -7.06 <0.001 

Flood exposure 0.17 0.03 4.57 <0.001 

Flood exposure 

squared 

<0.01 <0.01 -3.97 <0.001 

Vegetation 

height 

-0.04 0.01 -2.38 0.018 
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E. Appendix to Chapter 7 

E.1. Example question set for the simple treatment group. 

Option A Option B 

Downstream village will flood every 

22 years 

Downstream village will flood 

every 25 years 

Water voles live here No water voles present 

E.2. Example question set for the intermediate treatment group. 

Option A Option B 

Downstream village will flood every 

22 years 

Downstream village will flood 

every 25 years 

Water voles live here No water voles present 

It is not known how suitable this land 

is for cattle 

It is not known how suitable this 

land is for cattle 

Unknown number of wetland bird 

species present 

Unknown number of wetland bird 

species present 

E.3. Example question set for the complex treatment group. 

Option A Option B 

Downstream village will flood every 

22 years 

Downstream village will flood 

every 25 years 

Water voles live here No water voles present 

Herd of 0 cows present Herd of 20 cows present 

4 wetland bird species live here 1 wetland bird species live here 

E.4. Bias assessment statements. 

F1 Flooding could directly affect me in the near future 

F2 Flooding could directly affect people close to me in the near future 

V1 I was aware of water vole conservation issues before today 

V2 Water vole conservation is a worthy cause 

B1 I like to see wetland birds 

B2 I sometimes go out into nature specifically to experience wildlife 

C1 It is important that beef production in the UK does not decrease in the 

future 

C2 I am an active member of the farming community 
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F. Description of data appendices contained on the attached Compact Disc 

F.1. Plant community dataset analysed in Chapter 3. This dataset includes records of 

28 sample plots that were repeatedly surveyed in 2009, 2011, 2012, and 2013. Date, 

site number, transect, and records of 96 taxa are included. DAFOR-scale abundances 

are given numerically; Not present = 0, Rare = 1, Occasional = 2, Frequent = 3, 

Abundant = 4, Dominant = 5. In comma separated volume (csv) format.  

F.2. Water vole presence/ absence dataset and environmental explanatory variables 

used in Chapter 4. This dataset contains data for 34 survey raft locations. The 

columns refer to (in order); the site number, range in water depth, water body width, 

range in water depth, largest flood magnitude, plant community diversity, vegetation 

height, number of visits to the raft when water voles were absent in 2011, number of 

visits to the raft when water voles were absent in 2012, number of visits to the raft 

when water voles were present in 2011, and number of visits to the raft when water 

voles were present in 2012. In comma separated volume (csv) format. 

F.3. Odonate and debris quantities and environmental explanatory variables used in 

modelling for Chapter 5. This dataset contains data for 100 survey quadrats. The 

columns refer to (in order); the quadrat number, odonate abundance on the 18/07/12, 

odonate abundance on the 23/07/12, odonate abundance on the 03/08/12, odonate 

abundance on the 18/07/13, odonate abundance on the 16/07/13, odonate abundance 

on the 24/07/13, total debris quantity in June 2012, debris quantity observed from the 

footpath in June 2012, total debris quantity in August 2012, debris quantity observed 

from the footpath in August 2012, total debris quantity in June 2012, debris quantity 

observed from the footpath in June 2012, total debris quantity in May 2013, debris 

quantity observed from the footpath in May 2013, flood exposure, vegetation height, 

and least cost distance to the nearest flood entry point. In Excel 201 (xlsx) format. 

F.4. Plant community dataset analysed in Chapter 6. This dataset includes records of 

surveys at 100 quadrats plots that were surveyed in 2012. Quadrat number and 

records of 96 taxa are included. DAFOR-scale abundances are given; Not present =  

blank, Rare = R, Occasional = O, Frequent = F, Abundant = A, Dominant = D. In 

Excel 2010 (xlsx) format. 

F.5. Ecosystem service indicator an environmental explanatory variable dataset used 

in Chapter 6. This dataset includes records of surveys at 100 quadrats plots that were 

surveyed in 2012. The columns refer to (in order); the quadrat number, plant 

community species richness, number of FGM indicator species, number of BAP 

priority spceies, number of times odonates were encountered in the quadrat during 

surveys, number of times debris items were encountered, number of times cowpats 

were encountered, mean available flood storage volume in the quadrat over 52 

survey occasions, flood exposure, mean vegetation height at five points in the 

quadrat (cm) least cost distance from the nearest flood entry point, northing of the 

quadrat centroid (OS British National Grid), easting of the quadrat. In Excel 201 

(xlsx) format. 


